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PREFACE 


This volume makes the attempt to consider a group 
of problems which offer an unceasing challenge to 
philosophers, and the catchword ‘Psychology with- 
out a Soul ’ gives the best general indication of the 
typo of problem discnisscd. The aim of the enquiry 
as a whole is to show why there must be a soul, and 
in what moiiho precisely this soul should bo under- 
stood. A complete or final answer to such a question 
is, of course, unattainable until the day when all 
speculative problems have found their solution ; but 
the labours of philosophers and psychologists in 
recent years have made it possible to appreciate most 
of tlio important questions at issue with a clearer 
understanding than at earlier times, and permit the 
hope that an enquiry whic-h keeps both the earlier 
and the more recent literature (sonstantly in mind, 
need not bo altogether fruitless. 

One of the principal difficulties of this investiga- 
tion is that so much of the relevant literature con- 
sists either of merely negative arguments, or else of 
discussions which are undertaken from a somewhat 
different point of view. It is not enough to prove 
the absurdity of a ‘ Psychology tvithmd a Soul,’ 
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.even if the proof bo <!onc.luHivo, I’luo Htill more 
important quoation i« : * What ia I’aychology toith 
a Soul?’ Most of ua fool that the ‘ ptirtj ogu' is a 
barren fiction, ami the 'ompirica! cgt)’ a formless 
mass. We want a synthesis wliich is concrete and' 
definite, so far as any metaphysicial synthesis can 
b& * And the concrete treatment of the ijuostion 
is often to be discovered by the way, especially in 
the arguments for the primacy of will or feeling, or 
in disquisitions on the unity ainl continuity of the 
self, on the subconscious, or on multiple personality. 
An adequate discussion, thorofi>re, must cast its net. 
somewhat widely, and somctimiw may seem not to 
have a very direct bearing on the contra! problem. 
The sketch of the plan of the argument in this l«jok, 
which is given on pp. 42-44, together with the intro- 
ductory chapter, may Ioshoji the dillicullics of the 
reader in this resiMJct. 

ft was my privilege, us holder of the Shaw Fellow- 
ship in the University of hklitjburgh, to give a c.ourse 
of lectures there in March 1914, ami this volume 
expresses the argument of these lectures in a fuller 
and, I hope, a more adequate way. I should like to 
thank my audience for the (murteoua attontiou they 
gave to the lectures, and, in particular, to thank my 
former teachers in that University for the encourage- 
ment they have given mo, kith at the time of the 
delivery of the lectures and upon so many other 
occasions. I owe them a debt which I cannot repay. 
By a happy fortune I am similarly indolited to my 
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teachers at Cambridge, and although an obligation, 
of this kind cannot be specified in detail, and may 
appear but imperfectly in the result, the sense of it 
remains undiminishod. Every man’s work is stamped 
'by the training he has received, and, without that, he 
can acjcomplish nothing, ^ 

In the preparation of this volume for the preSs, I 
have received very valuable assistance from my col- 
league, Mr. M. W. Robieson, from Mr. John Baillie, 
Edinburgh, and from Mr. A. J. Dorward, St. Andrews ; 
and my grateful thunks are due them for this 
asHistaiuk*. 

JOHN LAIRD. 

QsmiiN'H Univkhhity, 
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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTORY 

It is a truism that no study is more perplexing and, 
at the same time, more interesting to a man than tho 
study of mankind and, in the end, of himself. Even 
if tho pressure of tho day's business loaves the average 
man but little time for self-reflection, ho is still 
intensely interested in the personality of others, and 
tho most obstinate questionings which beset him 
concern his soul and theirs. Moreover, the groat 
objects of human interest affect personality and arc 
tinged with personality. It is unnecessary to prove 
this atatomont by referring to the drama, tho novel, 
history, biography. Tho thing is too obvious to 
require comment, and it is enough to illustrate it by 
mentioning a curious fact. Even those who in general 
have no groat fondness for tho study of biography 
arc more keenly interested in the personal history 
of tho great writers in literature than in their works,, 
or, at any rate, arc interested in a degree out of 
all proportion to tho intrinsic interest of tho careers 
of those authors. How else is it possible to explain 
the mass of literature and the years of discussion 
devoted to the shadowy author of the Odyssey, or 
to the stray hints which are all that is known of the 
career of Shakespeare? Nor is the reason very far 
to seek. As Samuel Butler says, ‘ Every man’s work, 
whether it be literature, or music, or pictures, or 
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architocturo, or niiytluiig cIho, iH alwayn a [jortmit of 
Mmsolf, and tlui more lie trioH to (sotuscal hiiiiHCilf the 
more clearly will hin diameter appear in apile of hiin,’ ' 
That is the truth iuiIohh, perhaps, siieh seienees as 
matliomaties or jihysics are ojceepted. It may he a 
rare thiii" for the artist t;0 he more interesting than 
the whole body of his work, hut his ehametor ami 
<;{ireor usu’ally excite, more attention than tTaoso of 
any one of his creations, and thus it is that the self 
is central among the things which touch the spirit 
of man. 

It does not follow, of course, that the majority of 
mankind are strongly attracteil hy the philosophical 
problems which duster round tlie self. Tliero are 
some minds to which any metaphysh'al disenssion is 
stale anti un^mifitahle. They may admit that philo- 
sophy liegan with wonder, hiit they marvel Htill more 
at the fact of itis f.(mtinuan<ie. In the hroad senstt in 
which every nian is a metaphysician he is oceitpiotl, 
probably, with the metaphysics of atdf to a greater 
degree than with any other philosophical prohloni, 
Ho would be less than human if he never nskeil 
himself. What is a man ? What is the soul ? What 
is this miracle of three, or thirty, tir thrtwscore years? 
Nor nould ho fail to ask such (piest.ions ho long as 
either theology or religion <‘ontinmw. Ihdigion mmt 
raise the (piostion whence man is and whither he goes, 
and it does not retpiiro a profesHional philosopher to 
•point out tihat there is hut little sense in asking such 
a question unless there is some comprehension of 
what it is Hiat has come and what is about to depart. 
But the sense in which every man is a inetapltyfucian 
is, after all, a very shallow one. Every man dalHcB 
with metaphysical conje<*tures, hut there are very few 
who try to think philosophical problems mii., resolutely 
and to the end, and unless a man mak<! this attempt 
he has not begun to he a phlhmophor. 

» a%! my nfalt FM, p. Sa. 
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At the same time, if and so far as metaphysical 
problems are really felt and earnestly attacked, the 
problems of the self deserve to take prefledonce of all 
others. If the self is central in point of human 
interest, it is also central in point of metaphysical 
importance. Nearly every philosophical problem has 
some bearing on the self, and conversely the most 
distinctive of the problems of the self ‘are amoi^ 
the widest and the moat important in philosophy. 
Pluralism and monism, individuality and value, 
realism and idealism are each, in a very distinctive 
fashion, problems of the self. The relation of selves 
to the Absolute is the hardest problem of idealistic 
monism, for, on that theory, the self is the most 
obstinate of all appearances. I'hc ultimate reality of 
selves has boon the basis of idealistic pluralism from 
the days of Loibniji onwards. And it is needless to 
elaborate in the other cases. • These are perennial 
problems, but it is also fair to (daim that the problems 
of the self boar a peculiarly (dose relation to much 
that is most characteristic of contemporary philo- 
sophical discussion. Tlio importance of volition and 
the relation of body to mind are certainly among 
those problems, and both have a direct and obvious 
connection with the self. There are others besides 
the pragmatists who stoutly contend that action, 
conation, will are the basis of reality, and cling to 
the belief that ago, ergo sum deserves to succood 
the Cartesian cogito. Again the contemporary die-* 
cussiou of the problem of Body and Mind tends more 
and more to exalt the importance of the seif. Wo hear 
less of the conservation of energy, and more of the 
growth of living energy : less of dynamics, and more 
of purpose : less of atoms, and more of cells : less of 
natural selection, and more of progressive creation. 
These arguments, indeed, may prove mistaken in the 
end, but their tenor, at all events, is significant. 

' The tendency, a generation ago, was to explain the 
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aolf in toms of something else. 1'he increasiiig 
tendency, nowadays, is to explain other things in 
terms of the ?iolf. 

Briefly, then, if any metaphysical prohlcms hAj 
interesting, those of the self are most likely to ho so : 
if any are important, those of the self must he funong 
them. And there can ho no serious objection to the 
feasibility *of discussing these prohioms, I’licro are, 
of course, superficial (ejections to the discussion of 
any metaphysical problem whatever, but these objec- 
tions have not deterred metaphysicians in the past, 
and will not' deter them in the future. They are 
easily refuted, and, in any case, have no peculiar 
relevance to this enquiry. The ohjcctiojw which may 
bo raised, in limine, to a specific! discusHion of the 
self hardly require detailed coiisidoration, although 
they certainly deserve a pjwtsing mention, 

It may bo maintained that the self, as it wore, 
shines by its own light, that every one kmiWH what 
it is, and that instead of finding, or inventing, problems 
in it wo shotild restrict ourselves to the task of 
showing how other things may be explained in terms 
of it. But has this argument ever beoJi seriously 
hold? On certain metaphysical theories, it is true, 
the self has boon proclaimed the clue to the riddle 
of existence. It is a ‘ transparent unity,' and there- 
fore wo cannot see into it ; wo can only see througli 
it. Certainly it would bo the rashness of mere 
•folly to deny that the self, when understood, may 
prove itself the master-key of philosophy, lint, if 
it is so, it owes its position not to its simplicity, 
and not to the ease with which it will fit, but to the 
fact, already montionod, that most philosophical 
problems reach their climax in it. There are no 
idealists who believe that the self transparent to 
the casual observer, A veil of obscurity intervenes 
before it can show itself as transparent as it really 
is, and that is onougli for a bogioiiing. In any 
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ease, no one can really believe that there are no 
problems of the self. The writers who contend that 
the self mtisi bo ultimate (because it i^ so extremely 
paradoxical) and those who contend that it cannot 
00 ultimate (for precisely the same rctvson) do not 
argue wholly at random, and it does not require a 
believer in the Hegelian dialectic to see that this 
is a case which demands enquiry. * . 

Although the argument that a man must know 
himself better than anything else is frequently 
maintained by philosophers, neither Descartes, nor 
M. Bergson, nor any other exponents of it would 
conclude that discussion of the self does not involve 
problems. After all, the better a thing is known the 
more enigmatical it becomes. It gives rise, not to 
fewer, but to more intelligent (]^uestions. And why 
is it easier to understand the soli than to understand 
other things? There is no reason why knowledge 
should know its like more easily, or better, than 
anything else. If, in point of fact, the surest 
knowledge is that of the self, the reason lies, not 
in the necessity of the case and not in the nature 
of knowledge, but in the superior interest of the 
psychical and the greater preoccupation with it. 
And this fact, after all, may bo disputed. It is just 
as important for any one to know himself and his 
fellows as it is for him to know anything else. Ho 
is as dependent on society as he is on broad ; he 
requires a knowledge of stocks and shares as well as 
of stocks and stones. But the science of psychology 
is in its infancy when compared with the physical 
se.ienccH, and that, at least, is a fact very hard to 
reconcile with the other ‘fact’ that is presumed. 
For the rest, it is unnecessary to consider the futile 
statement that we must know what the self is, 
because wo are selves. We have opportunities,' that 

* (3f., Dr, M ‘TagKstrt {HhMm i% Hegelian Ommlagg) and Mr, Bradky 

{Appmmm mid Mmluy) roftpoatively. 
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IB all; and opportunities for knowledge arc not 
knowledge. 

Indeed, for every one who contendH that tlie self 
is not a fit suhjoet for study, since it contains no 
mystery and involves no problems, there are many 
who maintain that it is UHoless to study it bec‘.au*j 
it is the moat inexplicable mystery in the world. 

‘ One may* understand the Cosmos but never the 
Ego : the Self is more distant than any star.’ ‘ So 
Mr. Chesterton, and so, I do not doubt, many who 
agree with him, and many who do not. This extreme, 
however, is scarcely more likely to Ixj true than the 
other. Mr. Chesterton himself does not scruple to 
maijitain that while it is possible to understand 
causes and oHccts in our own persons it is never 
poHsihlo to understand them in a laboratory, and 
those wh(» argue in his vein might, (’asily bring 
forward jdausinle reasons for beliisving that the self 
is loss mysterious than tlio multiplication table. 
There are problems of the Cosmos ami specdnl prohienjs 
of the millions of Egos wliie.h, as Mr. Chesterton 
seems t<i forget, are in<:lnde.d in it. And there are no 
a priori reasons whhdi lumdemn in advance*, the 
attempt to solve such probleins, Erublems of the 
self are on the same footing, in this respee^t, as otlmrs 
in philosophy. A philosopliy eean never he Judged 
by its fruits, and therefore it is unwisee to raise the 
question what fruit it can be expected to bear. No 
philoBophicid disemssion, oxc.ept one of a vtsry limitetl 
scope, <‘an hope for finality or maturity. But if there 
is no season of harvest in philosopliy, there is at 
least the possibility of perpetual growth. A philo- 
soplun* is like an explorer, lie never knows his luck. 
If there is something to he discovered, after all /ic 
may find it. If he fails ho may at least inform 
others that certain routes are impracticable or reijuire 
better equipment. There is need for the venture 

* (I, K. 
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and tliero in room for hope. That is all that need 
ho said. 

For purposes of clearness it is necessary to make 
an explanation with regard to terminology. Generally 
speaking, the words * person,’ ‘ soul ’ or * mind ’ 
may ho regarded as synonyms for the self, and it 
would he mere pedantry to avoid using them as 
synonymous, unless there is some special* liability to 
ambiguity in the particular context in which they are 
employed. Indeed, the words ‘consciousness’ and 
‘ mentality’ might sometimes he used in a similar sense, 
although with some inappropriateness and, in the 
latter case, with a wilful disregard of euphony. It is 
well to romomhor, however, that these terms arc only 
approximately synonymous with the word ‘ self.’ 'Phe 
two latter are abstract ratlicr tlian concrete, if strictly, 
employed, and, oven if they are employed loosely, 
they may st.ill imply a conception of the content 
of the self whi<!h might well ho disputed. Tlicy imply 
that the self is notliing hut coiisciousness, and this, 
wliethor true or noti, is very far from being univor- 
sally admitted. ‘ Person,' ‘soul’ and ‘mind’ come 
nearer to the moaning of ‘self,’ hut each of them 
has a .shade of significance which it is desirable to 
avoid at the outset of an otupiiry like the present. 
The ‘soul’ and the ‘self’ may mean the same thing, 
hut the latter is Immhlor and leas steeped in extraneous 
associations ; and, consequoutly, it ought to ho used 
by any one who desires an unaccenUd reading of the 
problem. The word ‘ soul ’ seems too aristocratic to 
have its ancestry sc.rntinised or its income assessed. 
It breathes the rarefied atmosphere of poetry and 
theology. It leads, perforce and at once, to questions 
of vitalism, and tlie meaning of the indiscerptihle 
BuhstaiKic. T am far from wisliing to assert that the 
self is not a noble thing, hut when we speak of the 
soul wo are apt to forget that it may also he ignoble, 
and, what is worse, occasionally dull. Nor do I believe 
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that tho problems of tho spiritual substauoo ami the 
vital priuciplo aro irrelovant to a (liwniHHioji of tln^ 
nature of tho* self. On tho contrary, I intend to dis- 
(iUSH thorn. The question is one of emphasis, atid that 
omphasiH may bo all-important, A disoussion of the 
soul niakcH it necessary to proeood at once to these 
quostioiiB. A (lisciUBsion of tho self need not approach 
them until nftor a more prolonged and more careful 
survey. Similarly, the term ‘self is broader and 
freer, though not looser, than either 'person’ or 
‘ mind.’ ‘ Mind,’ in common parlance, refers almost 
exclusively to the intellect, and, although tho intellect 
is a part of tho self, it is but a part, m the end, and 
ptissibly not the most important part. ‘ Person,’ 
again, lays special emphasis upon certain ethical and 
legal implications {r.ff. upon the di-tgree of memory 
implied m tho continuanc.e of responsibility), and, 
although those eharactoristies ctirtainly deserve eun- 
sideratiou, it is desirable to avoid a tcrmintjlogy 
which brings them into unduly high relief, 'riie word 
‘ self,’ then, includes what these other woimIh ineludo, 
and is preferable because it docs not ciictate the roa<l 
which the disctission must follow. 

It wouhl idcarly lie futile to hegin to discuss 
prohloms of tho self without making a preliminary 
attempt to define what is meant by that term. Tho 
sage remark that a definition is the «‘ulmination rather 
than the startingqKjint of an emuiiry is very properly 
(UHrcgawled even l»y those wln> malco it. A prefinnnnry 
tlefinition is only an indication of tho route to be 
fidlowed, and therefore it is iudispenSaldo. 'I’he chief 
diflieiilty, in this as in so many other eiwtw, is to find 
a definition which merely asks questions without 
hogging them, and, probably, it is iiever {smsible to 
ask the right sort of question without bogging or 
assuming something. Certainly, tho self cannot be 
<lefinod in such a way Jis to satisfy all parties, but it 
does not follow that there can be no conaejisus of 
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opiniou as to the right line of enquiry into its nature. 
Different schools may agree in this, though their ' 
conclusions are as the poles asunder. I^et us consider 
how that is possible. 

The accounts of the self which arc found in the 
works of different philosophers arc very various and 
frequently eonflic-ting. In proof of this it is sufficient 
to cite a few instances. According to Hlime, the self 
is a succession of impressions and ideas which, fleeting ■ 
and perishing, are in a perpetual flux and movement. 
Thisi view, variously amended but not transformed, 
has its adherents to-day, and is one of the current 
interpretations of the theory which Lange has de- 
scribed as ‘Die Rsychologio oline Seolo.’ Others, 
again, who are by no means followers of Hume are 
in substantial agreement with him at least in one 
respect. A<!cording to Mr. Bradley, ‘the Ego that 
protemls to bo anything either before or beyond its 
comu’ote psychical lilling is a gross fiction and mere 
monster, and for no purpc)so admissible.’ * Such a 
statomont is very far from implying the way of 
impresHioiiH and ideas, but it clearly expels any Arch- 
Ego or other intruder who is not an ordinary guest 
in the mind's preacnco-charaher, entering in the usual 
way. And it is irrelevant whether the ‘monster’ 
has the shape of a permanent impression, as it had 
for Hume, or whether it adopts some other form. 

Many, however, would deny that the vehemence 
of Mr. Bradley’s assertion gives it any claim to 
acceptance, ami they would dispute it with at least 
equal vigour. It is true that Tjotze''* declares that 
when he calk the self a ‘simple and indivisible 
substance,’ he is speaking ‘in all innocence,’ and 
merely means to express the fact of its indivisible 
unity. Such a theory is indeed incompatible with 
Hume’s, for Hume meant to imply that a self is only 

^ Ammmnm mid 89 , 

^ MtiaphfHCf English vol, ii, p. 173. 
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iudivisihle because it is divided. But it is not 
• nocuissarily inc,oiupati])lo with Mr. Bradley’s, The 
fact remains, however, tliat many would agree with 
Lotxe iti a sense that is not so innocent. They would 
take him i<» moan, as he certainly Hai<l, that a unity 
of consciousness must have a ‘ centre,’ ‘ and, with or 
without warrant, they would take this ‘ccJitro’ to 
imply something either beyond or before the c.oncrete 
psychical filling. They would assert that knowing 
without a knower is a contradiction in terms. They 
would maintain that no single experiemio can be 
understood without the assumption of a self, and that 
the self must bo more than any or all such cxporioncos. 
This interpretation may lie wrong, hut it is prevalent, 
atul, at least on the surface, it is jiot imnsetiso. ft 
is in fac.b the usual view, whetlmr or not. it is 
capable, in the cml, of withstanding logieal critiiiism, 
I (lo not know jn'ecisoly what Dr. M'lhnigalP moans 
by the ‘non-mechanical teleological factor’ which 
ho finds requisite for life in general and th<i soul in 
particular, but 1 d(t know that, in the form in which 
he moans it, ueitbe.r Hume nor Mr. Bradley couhl 
possibly ac.cept it.. is, in t)l.her words, a pro- 

found opposititm between those who maintain that 
the self cannot exist ext:ept within (Jr hotween experi- 
ences, and cannot have any other ttontent, atnl tan»e 
wlio maintain that it must also ho somotliing more, 
if, indeed, it (hjos u<Jt lie wlujlly outside smdi 
experiences. 

And thortj are many other views. The late Mr. 
F- W, H. Myers, in his Human dtjfends 

the theory that the self which is known is but a 
fragnumt which, wlien suppleuumted by the subcon- 
scious and by other hitherto unexplored tracts of 
tjiind, will be seen to behjiig t(j an astonishing and 
supra-perscjiial whole. The grounds for this theory 

iimlif n/td MMf {>, Mi* 
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arc lacking, but its possibility is beyond dispute. 
Siniilariy there is the ‘transmission theory’ in its' 
two forms. In the first of these forUns the body is 
regarded as a sort of prism which breaks the white 
beams of the eternal soul into the variegated person- 
ality wo are accustomed to consider ours. In the 
second form the body is regarded as an organ of 
concentration. Consciousness is really diffused. The 
body collects it, and so creates those fickle, partial, 
paradoxical unities which are the men who see beiore 
and after. Either theory magnifies the office of the 
body, and neither stands alone in doing so. In one of 
his Ksm^js in Jiadical JSmj>iricism Professor James 
remarks : ‘ Bo far as wo are “ persons,” and contrasted 
and <>]^)tx)Hed to an “ environment,” movements in our 
body figure as our activities ; and I mn unable to find 
any other activities that are ours in this strictly 
personal sense.’ ‘ ‘riie plain implication, from whicdi 
there is no evidonc.o that James would have shrunk, 
is that the personal and individualised self is’ the 
body, and although this view is rarely held (at any 
rate upon psychological grounds), it cannot safely be 
neglec.ted. 

Moreover, there is the doctrine that the self consists 
of that in which interest is felt, a theory which seems 
to imply a peculiar view of the relations of meum and 
tuum. But the theories mentioned are enough to 
illustrate the great disparity between the difterent 
philosophical theories of the nature of the self, and -in 
view of this disiiarity it might well appear hopeless 
to try to begin this cnciuiry in a way that all parties 
would recognise to be fair and just. The disparity of 
the conclusions, however, does not necessarily indicate 
that there is no common ground in the way the 
problem is attacked. In the theories which have 
been mentioned there are two main lines of cleavage, 

* in JCndimi Minpirkimn^ 170 tu For justification of iho iiiter- 

Ijret&tiou iho wliok «oU», Italios uiiuo* 
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and the theories themselves arc but variiints witliin 
* ■ these linos. The first question is whctlicr tlio_ Ego is 
anything moro'than its eoucrcto psyclinjul iilling, the 
second the degree in which the body must bo rogawUwl 
ns constitutive of the self. Lot us take one of tin*, 
arguments and consider its loghud bearing. Or. 
M'Dougali says that ‘the facts of our {‘onsenms life, 
especially the fact of psychical individuality, the 
fact of the unity of consciousness correlated with 
the physical manifold of brain-proceases, cannot bo 
rendered intelligible without the postulation of some 
ground of unity other than the brain or materia! 
organism.' ‘ This proof relies oti a basis which is 
negative in two respects. It maintains that a study 
of psychical processes, such fis that undertakem by 
psychology, cannot bo completely ijntclligiblu without 
a roforenco to something beyond the observed facts of 
mind. Psychical facts and psye.lufud ae.ts <'.annot 
supply their own explanation : tfusy retpiire a <‘.om- 
ploment. And the second part of the argument is 
that this complement cannot ho the body. 'riicreff>re, 
there must be a soul. This jjroof may or may not be 
valid, but, at any rate, ojjo of its iinplications is clear. 
Even if the self is soniothing beyond its psychical 
filling, it is necessary to begin with that psychical 
tilling, and this is eoniwon groinul. !f the argument 
is that the soul is noedetl to explain the nccumnts of 
mental processes which pHyj!hoh»gy afiurds, the first 
step in the proof must he that <jf eoUBtilering whetlier 
or not the processes thus tlose.ribed <-au he regardetl 
as self-explanatory. When it is maintained that the 
body ii the self, or tim permanent groiuul of the seif, 
an alternative hypothesis to that of the soul is 
defended, and whether it (;an or cannot Ihj defended 
is of course a matter for argunnmt. The only argu- 
ment which does not fit naturally inttj this scheme is 
the view of Professor James that the iudividualised 

* iiml Miiidf 
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Holf is the body, and his argument depends upon 
lutrospcotion only. In other words, it is nothing' 
Imt a dosoription of what mental processes are and 
appear to bo. 

The best way of describing this result is to say 
that any actiount of the nature of the self must begin 
with an analysis of exporioirces. By experiences 
1 moan the subject-matter of psychology, acts of 
knowledge, and acts of wiU, passions, emotions, 
strivings. Experiences, as the Germans say, are 
J*Mehnisse, bits of conscious life which must be lived 
through, if haply they are to be understood. There 
is no better word in English to express this meaning 
than the word ‘ experiences ’ in the plural. Indeed, 
it is unfortunate that English philosophy, especially 
in latter years, should have spoken so consistently 
t»f Experience in the singular, Experioneo with a 
capital lil. But no other translation of the word 
lilHcbnisset whether ‘ states of consciousness,’ ‘ mental 
processes,’ or any other, is so adequate or so con- 
venient, and therefore it is necessary to make the 
beat of an indifferent case. 

The statement that an adequate account of the 
nature of the self must begin with experiences is very 
far from implying that the self is nothing but a collec- 
tion or bundle of experiences. It is in fac.t compatible 
with the belief that the self is something beyond and 
above them, of which they are not even parts but 
only consequences. The statement means only that 
the one argument which can possibly convince any 
one of the necessity for the belief in a self over and 
above its experiences is an argument which is able 
to show that the experiences could not be what they 
are unless they depended upon this self. Experiences, 
it may be maintained, unite in a self, and this unity 
requires something more than the experiences them- 
selves in order to bo intolligiblo. Or again, the 
experiences are fleeting and perishing, and require the 
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assumption of a poriuanont self to explain their 
* regularity and their continuity. Or agaiti, it is c.lonr 
from the analjmis of oven a single oxperietH’.o, that it 
would bo nothing without a self, 'An act of resolve, 
without a Hubjoot, is a contradiction in terms. The 
advantage of beginning with experiences is that this 
starting-point is compatible witii all the theori(!s and 
doips not presuppose any one of them. It is oipially 
consistent with the view that these experiences, 
when thoroughly investigated and properly under- 
stood, are self-explanatory, that together they are 
the self, or that the self falls within them. The 
relation of the self to the body involves special 
problems, and will bo disoisaetl in Gha{)t(ir 111. 
Excjcpt for those special jn-ohlems, then? can Im no 
serious objection to the ehohio of this starting-point. 

'I'he first task, therefore, atnl the oly'ect of the 
tiext (diapter is to consider, as prtaiisc'ly as jiossihle, 
whatexperieiKjcH arc, and then to (Hhciish their relation 
to, or their union in, the self. This is, in tlui first plac.e, 
an enquiry into the suhje<!t-matt(‘.r of psychology, 
hut it leads further of tiec-essity. 'I’he prohhmi.of 
the nature t)f sulfliood is never a problem of the lucre 
dose.ription, or analysis, of experiemujs. Taken at its 
lowest terms, it is the question of how these experiem-os 
e.onHi>irc together to ho a self. If the Hubject-niattor 
of tlio selh in a way, is that of psychology, the 
problem of selfliood is by no means <!(M‘xteiiHive with 
psychological investigation. From one. point of view 
the nature of the self is one partituilar psychologie.itl 
({uestion. From another jioint of view it is Honnithing 
too fundamental to bo considered by psychology at all. 

For the present jnirpose, however, it is irrtdevant 
whether this di.Hcussitm is best described jis meta- 
pliysitial or psychological, Metaphysies has n<» 
HU hjo<;t- matter which tluj sciencos have not tir, at 
an^f rate, could not have. It is only an historhia! 
accident if there are still sumo realms of existence 
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which science has hitherto refused to explore, and 
has left as a sort of residuum to the metaphysician. 
Apart from such accidents metaphysics has the same 
subject-matter as the sciences, including psychology. 
The only difference is that metaphysics adopts a point 
of view which is wider than that of the sciences and, 
to put it paradoxically, more thorough and more 
searching. Further discussion is required in order ^to 
discover whether metaphysics must, or need not, re- 
interpret the results of science in order to secure their 
intelligibility or its own, and the sequel will consider 
whether it is necessary to abandon this relatively 
psychological standpoint, or whether it can bo in- 
corporated without substantial modification. A 
Japanese gymnast poises himself on an insubstantial 
pile of loose bricks, and thoij knocks them down in 
order to show how <ilever ho is. A metaphysician, 
perhaps, does not require this Oriental dexterity. 
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Thr dofiiiitiou of the Hubjoct-matter of psychology is 
not, unfortniiatcly, free from (soutrovoray. Inoeod, 
the very dcacripLioim of this .subject-tnattor may 
arouHo diapute. It is frnjjucntly said, for inatanco, 
that pay(!h()logy invoatigatcH atat&H <jf mind, but such 
a nhraao, obvioualy, is au open invitation to bickering. 
What is the relation of mind to its states ? A state 
must be a state of something, as Loe.ko’s ‘modes’ 
had to bo modes of Ht)mothing, and consiMiuontly the 
' (h^fonders of ‘ psycdiology without a soul * might 
roaa<»nably contcml that the paradoxical <*.haractor of 
their <ioncluaionH is incmistal without any warrant 
by the purely verbal dillicultios into which this 
des(!ription brings them. The phrase ‘states of con- 
HcionsneHs’ is tapmlly objec-tionaolo. If (ionsciousnoas 
is, properly speaking, at» abstratd term, it ought to 
jyean a characteristic belonging to each of a number 
of (ivents. RsycdiologistH are prtdiably innocent of 
aiiy (hum designs in tlnur preliminary dcfmitioiia of 
their suliject-mattcr, but innocenc(5, like Nature, has 
i*ons(H{ueuc.(!H. 

Let us licgin by asking how the subject-matter of 
psycJiology (lilfcrs from that of other wuenccs. This 
problem is too often attacked as if it wore merely a 
question of distinguishing psycdncal from physical, 
and therefore it leads to the conclusion — a fatal one 
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if uncritically accepted — that ■whatever is not 
physical is psychical. The physical world, however, 
exists continuously throughout a uniform time in a 
homogeneous space of three dimensions. This, at 
least, is its current interpretation, and there may be, 
and are, many objects which are neither physical, in 
this sense, nor psychical It is plain, for instance, that 
the direct objects of perception are not ^physical in 
precisely this way. No reflective man can be so 
utterly blind to the known differences between tactual 
and visual space, to the facts of optical illusion, to 
the differences arising from perspective and the 
blendings and contrast of colours, as to suppose that 
what he perceives, as he perceives it, is necessarily 
this stable, orderly, physical world. The presenta- 
tions of sense may correspond to this world, roughly 
and in the main; they may even be distorted glimpses 
of it, but it is to the last degree improbable that the 
physical world itself, uninfluenced by the subject, is 
the direct and invariable object of Henso-perception. 
And if, in any instance, it is not, then there is an 
instance of an object which is not, strictly speaking, 
physical. But, on the other hand, there is no reason 
for asserting that such objects are psychical or parts 
of mind. A dream table, for instance, is not part 
of the dreaming mind, any more tlian the table 
used in waking life is part of the mind of the per- 
cipient. These are objects, for mind, not parts of 
mind. They may, indeed, be subjective objects — that, 
is to say, the special characteristics of what is pre- 
sented, the dream table or any other object, may 
depend, in part at least, upon the pp,rticular mental 
condition of the subject who perceives. But that is 
beside the point. To be partially dependent upon 
mind is not the same thing as to be part of mind. 
To argue in that way would be as futile as to main- 
tain that because a steamer cannot move without 
coal it follows that the coal is part of its motion. 
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Or, again, consulor certain judginonfcs. Suppose, 
for instance, that wo judge that similarity depends 
upon identity in the end, or that relations <!anuot 
subsist without terms. I’ho objects of these Judg- 
ments arc not psyc.hical. I’hcro is nothing specifically 
mental about similarity, or hlentity, or relation. On 
the contrary, they are univorsals, and each mind, and 
each act ef each mind, is particular. But these 
universals are surely not physical. They may hold 
of particular physical objects existing in space, but 
they are not themselves spatial ; and physical objects 
are. It is impossible, therefore, to define an _ ex- 
perience, or any part of the self, hy saying that it is 
that sort of existent ohjci-.t which is not physical. 
Biich a definition would imilude, as part of the self, 
muc.h that is not part of it at all. 

It is necessary, therefore, to adopt some other 
mode of ent(uii‘y. Let us consulcr the pruviuua 
instances again. In hoth cases, those of the pereepts 
of sense and those of the universals which form 
the olijw-.ts of certidn judgments, there are two 
elements to consider, and these, though insejiarable, 
are uuue the loss distinct. 'I’he act of being aware 
of this or the other objoet, whether that olijoct bo 
perceived or intellectually apprelionded, must bo dis- 
tinguisliod from the object itself. I may judge to- 
day that the diameter and circumforoneo of a circle are 
incommensurable, and I may judge it to-mt»rrow. 
iriu^ acts of judgment are distinc.t because they oiuuir 
at. dillennit times, but the objeet in t»aeh case is one 
and the same. 'I'liat particular relationship may be 
apprehended at any time, and the time at which it is 
apprelnmilcd is iiTclovant to it. The liistinction, in 
this iiistanee, is particularly ohvious. In other 
instances it is not so obvious, but it is, none the le.SH, 
necessary and important. Attts of penieption and 
judgments of the intellcc.t nectosHarily refer to an object, 
and the latter are either true nr false : they are never 
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identical with the object to which they refer, and 
there (jannot be knowledge unless there is both act 
and object. Tlie temporal reference, implied in tliis 
example, may seem only a special case. It is not 
really so. The act of knowledge is part and parcel 
of the stream of time : it is conditioned by what goes 
before, and leaves its mark on what succeeds, but the 
knowledge itself must be timelessly true, tod error 
timelessly false. 

That is true even when the object of judgment is 
not a universal but a particular event in time. It 
is timelessly true that King George V. visited the 
Potteries in April of 1913. Time cannot impair the 
truth of that statement. It was true before the stars 
began : it will bo true when the moon is no more. 
It will not, in all human probability, be always true 
that ho is reigning now. But the reason is that the 
word ‘now’ is ambiguous, since it may refer to a 
variety of dates. Perhaps this obvious distinction is 
loss manifest in the case of acts of perception than in 
that of acts of judgment. For the object of perception 
may bo contemporaneous with the act, and exist only 
when and so far as the act exists. Let it be so. The 
distinction between the act and the object still holds. 
A cathedral, as it is presented to the mind, is grey 
and made of stone. Tlio mind is ncitlicr coloured 
nor stony. 

Simple ns these considerations are, they still require 
some explanation, but the reader will probably com* 
prehend the explanation more readily if he understands, 
in a general way, the conclusion to which this analysis 
points. We have been dealing with a special class of 
instances, those, namely, of cognition, and have found 
that in any cognition two elements must be distin- 
guished — the act of awareness, and the object of that 
act. In many cases, so far as the argument has gone, 
there is no reason for supposing that the object, itself 
is specifically mental. On the other hand, the act 
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of awareueea is always moutal, always an oxpericimo 
’ and a part of the self ; and tho snbject-niattcr of that 
part of psychology which deals with cognition is j|8t 
those acts and nothitJg more. Tho acts arc conscious 
acts, they aro experiences,’ and their being is to^ rol’er 
to an objoc.t, Cognitive acts, therefore, as thus inter- 
preted, aro parts of the,Holf. But it is necessary to 
(^er some further explanations. 

(1) To distinguish between an act of knowledge and 
the object known does not imply any divorcjo between 
knowing and being, nor does it imply that any act of 
knowledge is conceivable which does not refer to 
some object. On tho contrary, the ac.t has its being 
as a mode of reference to an object, 1 f it did not so 
refer it would bo nothing. None the less, the act 
must bo distinguished from the*, object, siu<>e, to 
mention only one reason, dilferent acts may refer 
to tho same obje<it. It is irrelevant whether any 
objects can exist towards whiidi there is no HU<!h a(;t 
of conscious roforonco. This analysis, hy itself alone, 
supplies no reason for dotiying that they may. It 
is hardly a paradox to say tiiat Neplatno may have 
existed Iwforo any one, terrestrial or sujJer-torrestrial, 
was aware of the fact. But such a possibility (or 
probability) does not affect tho iutiuuitoiiess of tho 
cognitive relation. When it exists it is as intimate 
as any relation can bo. When it does not exist tho 
question of intimacy does not arise. 

• (2) The use of tho term ‘object’ also roejuiroa ex- 
planation. It is clear, t)f course, that tho word 


^ III thfs pravioiift ohapt«? (|». 13) I thtf Clymiaii tt«rnt Mrhlmim m 
it it mm) «yutinytitu>UH with in tha wbiim? «i' thin ©Hway, U 

Bliould hi howevm*, that tli« German usage is imt quite uulferm, 

sinee tho word somotimes implies the whole complex aet and 

object, anti this, of oomno, is very different IVom tho namwor sense in 
which I am employing the torm ‘omtrionces.* I cannot understand how 
we can bo said, m any strict use of language, to Miva through* anything 
ojcoopt conscious and therefore tho extension of the term beyond such 
acts scorns unjusidlabUb The fact of usage must ho noted, however* This 
point is mentioned hy Dr. 0. E. Moore in his paper on fAs BtfUm pf Hmm^ 
mta, given to the Aristotelian Hoefety in the meeting at Durham In July 
1014. ^ 
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‘ object ’ docs not mean, simply and solely, a physical 
thing. A physical thing may he an object of cogni- 
tioji, but so are presentations of sensd, and so are 
univcrsals, and so are experiences when any one 
thinks of them. I have used the word ‘ object ’ the 
sense wluch implies nothing but the complement of 
the act of reference, whatever a man is aware of in so 
far as he is-aware of it. It may be objected, howeve^ 
that this usage is very misleading. Is the ‘object,’ 
existentially, merdy the complement of the act of 
reference, as those who believe in the ultimateness of 
the subject-object relation seem to maintain ? Is it 
not more usual to think of an ‘ object ’ as something 
which may exist on its own account, and possess, 
perhaps, a wealth of qualities which most minds 
observe only in part, and some minds scarcely at all ? 
If so, no Olio can suppose that subjective presentations 
are ‘ objects ’ in this sense. 

I agree that there is a difference, and shall try to 
illustrate it by an example. One man may think of 
, Henri IV. as a French monarch wlio flourished some 
centuries ago, a second may think of him as an 
apostate Huguenot, a third as the husband of La 
Reino Margot. We may suppose that such scattered 
pieces of information are all that John Roe or Richard 
Doe possesses, and that each of them has only one 
piece of information. In that case there is clearly 
a distinction between Henri IV. himself, the son of 
Joanne d’Albrot, many of whose qualities were known, 
only by himself, while others cannot now be rescued 
from the debris of history, and, to put the matter 
popularly, the various ‘ ideas ’ of him in the mind of 
Mr. Doe or Mr. Roe. The former, to use a convenient 
distinction, may be called^ the ‘object,’ the latter the 
‘material’ of an act of reference. The ‘material’ 

^ For furthw ©jcplaiiation of the torms ‘material* and * quality* 

HitHHorl, LogisGm Unknuchu7hf^mi PSwdtor Teil, pp, 899 iK, and Mesfier, 
§m^JMung uiid pp* 
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beloiigs to the object, each part of it ia charactoriatic 
of Henri IV., but it need not exlmust hia nature, and 
it ia limited, Inot by Henri IV., but 1)y the imperf|ct 
information of thoao who are thinking of him. 

It is beat, I think, to use ‘objec.t’ in the widest 
poBBil)lo Honae, and to call the ‘material’ of a cogtiitivo 
act an ‘object,’ instead of restricting that term to 
the narrower meaning I have indicated. The distinc- 
tmn, ultimate or not, is doubtless important in many 
cases, and those who will may remember it. But 
it has no peculiar importance in this connection, 
except in so far as it may resolve a possible ambiguity 
and misunderstanding in some minds. In either sense 
of the word there is n plain distinction between an 
act of knowledge, which is an ac.t of reference, and 
that to which the reforonco is imwks. The psychologist 
is coticcrnod primarily with the former, hjuI not with 
the latter. 

To proceed. The object of this chapter is. to 
analyse the subjoct-mattor of psychology in the hope 
of gaining some insight into the nature of the self. 
In other words, it attempts to explain the iifiture of 
exporioucos. Such ‘ oxplanatit)n,' of course, does not 
imply that those experiences can l)o defined in terms of 
anything else. That would bo absuKl, for no one (lan 
know what an experience is like unless lie luw had it. 
It may, however, bo possible to discover some property 
common to all experiences and holonging to nothing 
jolso, and it is advisable to try to make tliis discovery 
in order to know precisely whore wo stand. Hitherto 
only one class of experiences has been considered, i.v. 
acta of cognition, and these, certainly, are very fiir from 
being the whole furniture of the self Btill, they are 
parts of that furniture and, therefore, are important. 
'Their being is to bo a mode of reference to an object. 

On what evidence was this result obtained ? 
Clearly by direct analysis, that is to say, by intro- 
spection, And here we may pause to consider the 
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aourccs of evidence at our disposal. Any psycho- 
logical encpury (and this enquiry, up to the present, 
has been primarily psychological) has two sources of 
o\^denco, dirwt and indirect. The indirect evidence 
may bo caHed interpretative. Languages, institu- 
tions and, for that matter, flint heads and ancient 
pottery indicate the existence, present or past, of 
certain kinds of experiences, and are interpreted on 
the strength of this belief. Direct evidence, howevesr, 
in matters psychological can only be obtained by 
introspection, and that, it may appear, is very un- 
*satisfactory. There are arguments which try to 
prove it impossible. It could hardly satisfy a court 
of law because it can never muster two independent 
witnesses. If a man can have introspective knowledge 
of his own oxperioncos, ho cannot have such know- 
ledge of the experiences of any one else ; and oven if 
two men have similar experiences, who can verify the 
fa^it directly? As this cpiostion is of considerable 
importance, it will lie well to consider it. 

There are throe questions to ask: (1) Is intro-, 
spoction possible ? (2) If it is possible, is it really 

the only direct ovideuco attainable ? and (3) Can it 
form the basis of a fruitful enquiry ? 

(1) A well-known objection to the possibility of 
introapeiition is tliat of Auguste Comte.^ Briefly 
stated, his argument is that the activity of knowledge 
cannot turn round and cattdi itself. To this it is 
sometimes replied that introspection is really rotrq- 
spec-tion, and that conscious acts can be remembore*d 
although they cannot bo observed. Tliat is a view 
which seems contrary to experience : at any rate the 
act of introspection and its object seem so nearly 
contemporaneous that it is arbitrary to insist that in 
all cases there must be an interval of time between 
them. Moreover, in the vast majority of cases, that 
only is remembered which has been observed, and 

i Cnurs (k poukka, u JM B, 
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introspection on this theory would be a startling and 
, widesproad exception to the general rule. The 
difficulty, however, is a manufactured onod Tn the 
first place the Comtian argument could only hold of 
cognitions and not of other exporioncoH. I’he 
cognitions of feelings, desires, and volitions would 
not bo subject to the objection. Ifor introspc<!ti{jn is 
a species of, cognition, and an act of cognition could 
Hot be said to catch itself if it wore aware of a feeling 
or a desire. And the difficulty is manufactured even 
with respect to cognitions. Every act of cognition 
must refer to an object other than itself, and there-, 
fore no act of cognition can ho aware of itself. But 
why cannot one act of cognition be aware of another 
act, and why, oven, shouhl not tins two proc'esscs lie 
contemporaneous ? I'ho ac.t of c.ognition which is the 
object of the act of introapectiou will, it is tnns, refer 
to some other object. If we catch ourselvcH tliiiiking, 
wo catch ourselves tliinking about sowetbing. But 
this is only a com})lication, not an objtu’.tion. When 
the olyect of our iutrospoc.tion is ati act of cogidtion 
the act will be a part of a (jomplox including the 
object to whicli it refers. And why not? 

(2) It may bo <}uostionod whotlicr introspection is 
the only direct ovuleneo of the nature and existence 
of psychical processes, hut there is no doubt whatever 
that it is by far the moat important ovidonco. The 
question at issue is the interesting and much-debatotl 
one of the possilulity of a diroi^t accjuaintanco with 
the cxperioiKies of other minds. The aettopted theory, 
strongly opposed by believers in telepathy and others, 
is that any one self is accpiaintod with fithem by a 
process of inference only. It is interesting to note 
that the writers who oppose this view frequently 
base their case upon arguments which, to say the 
least, are fully consistent with its truth. Professor 

^ Tliia 18 truo, (jruittinjyf th« iin|>ortaiitt qitpwtbri of tho ii* 
whkh coguitioit mn Iw waid to bo ait activity. 
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Alexander, for instance, writes as follows : ‘ We may 
press a yielding object and become aware of its soft , 
firmness and liavo besides an experience of our own 
effort of grasping. But there is all the difference 
between this and the experience of a band which in 
any degree returns the pressure of ours ; and that is 
why we so much dislike an unresponsive hand which 
seems to us inhuman and disappoints cispectation.’ ^ 
This, surely, is no argument for Professor Alexander’s 
case. The whole point of the opposite contention is 
that a human hand really behaves differently from a 
wooden hand or a stuffed hand, and we feel that we 
can only explain the differences by supposing that 
the mcjtions of a human hand are directed by a con- 
scious self in the same way as wo believe that the 
motions of our own hands are directed. 

Strictly speaking, this is a side issue witli reference 
to the main question we have in view, hut its interest 
will excuse a slight delay. Lot us c.onsider the 
accepted position. Darby and .1 oan, in the evening 
of their days, know one another better than they 
know thomaelvoH, but this intimate accpaintance, ac- 
cording to the theory, is only a complicated inference. 

It seems direct and spontaneous for no other reason 
than the potency of habit. The child, too, comes. to 
know that his brother or his nurse is, like himself, a 
conscious being through inference from their bodily 
actions and words. A little boy in the nursery 
knows that his brother is in a passion, because hi^ 
brother’s gestures and contortions arc the same as he 
himself is wont to make when angry. But surely 
such a theory inverts the order of psychological 
development and implies a ridiculous degree of 
sophistication in the infant mind. The plain fact is 
that a man can recognise and construe the physical 
symptoms of expression far more accurately in the 
case of others than in his own, and there is no reason 

» vol xxii. p, 18 . 
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fco Iwliovo that adulte aro difForont from cliildrcn in 
this ronpoct. I^lio an^ry child Bc.ldoin knows that ho 
has clenched •his little list, still less does ho know the 
aspect of his countoniuico. But he can easily perceive 
those facts in the case of others. Accordingly, it is 
monstrous to maintain that wo infer the existenc.e of 
consciouaness in others from the similarity of their 
behaviour |o our own. 

* A more adequate p8y<diology of devehtpment would 
explain the facts in a dilfercut way. The child dis- 
covers that his nurse and his mother will respond to 
his wants in a way that inanimate objects will not 
respond, and therefore ho comes very early to dis- 
tinguish between buman behaviour and other kinds of 
behaviour. Tliis typo of explanation is certainly 
conaisUmt with the theory that tluive is no ilircct 
ao<|uaintanco with otlmr mijnls. Through the senHcs 
and experience the child comes to distinguish between 
responsive and unroMponsive beings, and when he 
comes to distinguish himself as hinistdf he is able, by 
a gradual and unconscious logic, to iK'lieve witln)Ut a 
(juostiou that nmpousive beings have a like untiiro to 
his own. And this theory is tonaijlc. It is, tif tanirso, 
an expression in highly inteUec.tual terms of a process 
of inference whie,l) is so ohse.ure ami involved that it 
should not, perhaps, be dignified by tlm name of in- 
forenco. But, on the other hand, it is not the only 
tenable theory, and it may not bo the most probable. 
JRIven granting the promises of the theory, there is no 
reason to believe that the child roe«>giiiHOH his own self- 
hood hofim' ho recognises the selfhood of othom, and 
unless the impossibility of a direct netpuiintanee with 
other minds is assumed from the outset, there are no 
grounds for assertinir that there is a fundamental 
distinction between yio logical and the chronological 
orders of dis(Jovory. 

There is something repugnant to the ortlinary 
mind in the doe.triiie that even those who aro nearest 
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and (learoHt to him are known to him only as moving 
piocoK of matter, although he can infer with a high , 
(logreo of probability that they have 4ih oughts and 
reelings like his own. Nearly any one v^ould admit 
that it is easier to describe the actions and words of 
his fellows than any other part of their being and 
that it is usual to justify any assertion of their 
states of mind by referring to their^ behaviour. 
Indeed the doubters would be silent if they re- 
flected that they know their own experiences better 
than the physical expression of them, while they 
can describe minutely, or at least recognise easily 
and readily, the expressive behaviour of others. 

It is easy to rcc.ognise the voice of a friend on the 
gramophone, but very easy to mistake one’s own, 
and Huc.h exaniples (H)uld easily bo multi})lied, But 
the current philosophical theory is an illegitimate 
inference from this fae1<. Our direct acquaintance 
with other minds, if it exists, is too fragmentary and 
ambiguous to be the sure foundation of a theory, and 
no one should build upon it. But to deny it m toto 
is etiually unjustifiable. Let us put the issue in 
another way. If knowledge begins with the senses, 
it is surely rash to maintain that the senses which 
ao(juaint us with matter are the only ones. That is 
boggini^ the question. If there were direct acquaint- 
ance with other minds there would bo an additional 
sense to those which are usually recognised. And, 
again, matter or physical objecjts are not the direof 
objects of the senses even if they are known through 
the senses, and therefore it is fair to argue that 
wo may know our fellows as directly as we know 
physical things. That would not be a legitimate 
argument if the fact were that we jirst discovered 
them to bo things, and subsequently inferred that 
they were things with minds. For that would be a 
double inference and, perhaps, neither step in it is 
mathematically certain. But there need not bo two 
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steps in tho nrguinont, and I am convimwl that tlio 
ropugnanco of common sonso to tho dot‘,t»rino ! am 
discussing is •based upon ati instirndiivo rojociion of 
tlio tloctrino that there are two steps, fho sound 
of tho human voice nmim a mind just as surely 
and just as directly as any c.omplox of sensory 
prosontatious means a physical ohjoc-t, and errors in 
tho case oi^ the former are no more frequent tiian 
in that of the latter. 

(3) At tho same time it is necessary to admit tho 
importance of the distinotion between intcrprotivtive 
and introspective evidence. .Introspection, if not tho 
only, is the best and the surest direc.t evidence 
wliich can bo obtained of tho nature of e.’sperienees, 
and there is no sufHciont ground for <hmying that it 
is good evidence. It is a sort of observation, akin to 
perception. Now it is a c,l)ara(!tcriHtic of any objtu'.t 
wliich is observed that its <Iistinguishing features 
cannot bo adetpiatoly defined in terms of anything 
else, but can only bo pointed out. Moreover, it <!an 
only bo understood by those who have alnuuly 
observed something similar, (jct us consider, for 
example, tho distinguishing characicristicw of redness. 
No one can understand what red means until he has 
seen something rod. lie may define its causal tjon- 
ditions and enumerate tho rate of vihratioim in tho 
ether. But a blind man can understand these and 
yet ho does not know tho moaning of rod. Thus if 
lyo rest our case on the results of introspection wo 
can only point out theso results an<l cannot prove its 
truth by direct oljsorvation of othem. But that luilds 
of all observation whatever, and where would science 
be without observation ? It is no real abjection that 
the objec.ts of introspection are, iji tho aoi»so already 
explained, subjective. Probably the presentations ' of 

' I httvo Hiifitl the word * ’ kith lu'ra aikI Ih other 

Although I atu w«n awitro that thoro k no roftl ImtwoAU jmyoho* 

AH to it« |)vo«iHo liuiauiug^. In ii mnm thuro in Agruompiit. A 
* jpro»outiitloii * k what oalkil mi Ariel It li wilfi iin 
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sonso- perception are equally subjective. And yet 
scienc.o continues. There may be no reason to sup- 
pose that two or ton men ever see thtf same thing. 
There is every reason to suppose that they have 
similar prosontatiuns and can thence infer the nature 
of the pliysic.al objec.t wliieh occasions the perceptions 
of both of them, in the same way there is every 
reason to suppose that the experiences of one mind 
are substantially similar to those of another and there- 
fore that the results of introspection have much more 
than private significance. 

There is an interesting passage in Locke’s Bssay 
which bears upon this point ; ‘ What perception is 
every one will know better by reflecting on what he 
does himself when lie secs, hears or thinks, than by 
any dtMconrsc of mitic. Whoever reflects on what 
passes in his own mind (uumot miss it. And if ^ 

tivim tnim rofdrntuui to mmm porcoptiou than Iua ‘idoan/ In the 

fenninology of thie chapter, a ‘ pruHcn ratio u ’ ia the ‘niatenar of any aot 
ofrtcnmiry apHrehenHion, and I do not tlnnk there ie any sericuM objection 
to the tiHc or the term in t\\m nmiHo. The paHHage in the text tloeH not 
ret|tdrc any further reiinement td’ interpretation, however important that 
might ho iVom mnne otlmr iMunt of view. It in noceanary, however, to 
imfieate hrii'lly the nature of thti controveraleH winch tdnater round the term. 

Hinae a prtmentation In that which i« <Urfiotly presented, or given, to 
aetme pijreeplion at any moment, it Ik clear that there will he diHagreoineni 
about the priudwe meaning of the term if there k any dtfferenue of opinion 
concerning the nature of what is dir(iotly given. And there is a very 
mjw’koil diaagf cement u|Hin thia iMtinU Mr. Bertrand KumhoU and Dr. G. 
Moore gent»rally u«e the term aensfi^datn in this connectlt)n, and Dr. Moore, 
atill more recently, ha« adopted the term ssnaihks. Tho word, of course, 
doe« not tnalter, tmt tlm moaning attached to the word may matter a groat 
deal A snimHiaiumi or a aemme^ in, an nearly aH pOHaihlc, aynonymoua 
wltlt the minimum smsifdk of Bcrktdey or Hume, and the natural inter-# 
pretation of the writinga of thom*! who adopt thi« terminology ia that tho 
direct objant of iKirception at any moment is a oolkctiou of aendhles. But, 
although all pMychakigiHta wouhf agree that preaeutatioUH are fVagmentary, 
moat of them would argue that they are relatively oxtonaive, and most 
would oerUinly maintain that they cannot be rightly regarded as a collec- 
tion of minima mnsihilm^ On the more uaual view, a presentation is a 
more or hm fragmentary |)art of a mdimum, and is felt as such. The 
inoompletencHH o? a presentation is part of its being. Some writers, indeed, 
go further and oontoml that every sonse-proseutation implies, in some way 
or other, a reforonoe to a £ktn0. Hot only is it felt to bo incomplete, but 
its comploteness and its IncomplotcnoHS aro felt to be dependent on some 
more permanent otmdition, and tho trim analysis of what is Mndly given 
In sense muet involve all thoHe elements. I agree with this last view, but 
it would be irrelevant to pursue tho subject Ihrther. 
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does not reflect, ull the words in the wt»rhl jiuniutt 
. make him have any notion of it.’' But Locke’s dis- 
ooiirse was nfUro than a stimulus to reflection. It 
WHS an aid and a guide to it. 

Accordingly, the direct ovidonco in the present) 
(‘,onno(5tiou depends principally upon introspection. 
Lot US examine our oxperieuccs hy iutrospeotion, ajul 
see whether they have any common and charac.toristic 
features. Wo began by considering cognition, and 
that element in the self requires still more careful 
examination. When tliat task is completed we must 
consider experiences other than cognitive. 

What is called the ' quality ’ of an act of cognition 
must bo carefully distinguished from its ‘material’ 
and its ‘ object,’ and the meaning of this term is best 
doscribod by roferouco to an earlier <'xam|jlo, Let us 
sjippoHo that our knowledge of Hctiri IV. is derived 
solely from reading Dumas’s novel, La Hmit- 
In that case we should think (if Henri as the hiishand 
of Margot, and the master of La Mule, as a hohl yet 
cautious schemer, as the rescuer of (Iharles (tf Valois. 
Wo may judge that Henri was all these l.liings. But 
wo may also uouht it, or wo may merely entertain the 
supposition without actually holioving that the facta 
wore thus. Novels, wo know, are in»t history, atul 
Dumas wrote scores of them. In such (iases the 
acts of believing, doubting, judging, entertaining, are 
difTcrent psychical acts whoso material is the same, 
•vix. Henri fV, as portrayed in this fujvel tjf Dumas, 
’riiey are all modes of cognition, but they are tliflbront 
modes, and it is to this diflbreuco that the term 
‘ quality ’ is applied. It is unmicesaary in this place 
to give a preauso or exhaustive ae<!ount of the various 
ways iu which an aet of cognition may differ in 
‘tpiality.’ It is enough to indicate the nature of 
the term. 

Every act <if cognition, then, has its being as a 

* irte//* Baok IL ix. |2. 
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luodo of reference to an object. But it is a mode of 
reference having a distinct quality, and the quality , 
of the act can be discovered by introspection. As 
it is a distinctive experience, it cannot, however, 
bo defined in terms of anything else, and therefore 
a great variety can be discovered in the analysis of 
those cognitive experiences which form so important 
a part of the self. There is a certain ivdty in our 
subject-matter, but there is also variety; and the 
unity and the variety minister to one another. 

The analysis of cognition will furnish a clue to the 
investigation of the other main classes of experience 
which are parts of the self, and if we consider the 
connoc.tions of these other experiences with one 
another and with oognitioti, wo 'shall have done some- 
tliing towards understanding the self, and something 
more than merely describing its parts in fictitious 
isolation. 'I’he subjcc-t- matter of psychology, so 
fundamental in a discussion of the nature of the self, 
has, since the time of Kant (and even before his 
time),’ been distinguished into the three main divisions 
of cognition, feeling, and endeavour. This tripartite 
division has frequently been challenged, but the • 
defence lias proved itself stouter than the attack. 
Let us, then, accept it provisionally land consider 
what it means. There are three principal questions 
to ask : (l) What is the scope and meaning of the 
terms employed? (2) Is there any common character- 
istic of the three (dasses which are thus distinguished?. 

If there is, and the division is exhaustive, we have 
reason to hope that this common characteristic will 
bo the distinguisbing mark of the psychical. (3) 
What is the principe of the division, its funda- 
mentum, to use the old logical term, and how are the 
three classes related to one another ? 

(1) Cognition has already been considered, but we 
have not considered feeling or endeavour, and psycho- 

^ By Tateim anti Meiaklaaolm* 
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logists are by no means agreed as to the exact 
sense in wliicli these terms should bo used. Peeling, 
for instance, is sometimes restricted to pleasure and 
pain, and at other times is applied to any vague 
massive expericuoo, such as organic; sensation or 
(joonaosthosia. And the controversies with regard to 
endeavour, or a<;tiviiy, are endless. Is activity an 
experience,^ or is it not ? Is it, or is it not, a 
‘ psychological scandal ’ ? We cannot avoid these 
controversies altogether, but to consider them fulty 
would lead beyond the limits of a general survey. It 
will suffice to indicate the sense in which the terms 
are used in this essay. By feeling is meant the way in 
which the subject is affec'.ted by any object of which 
he is conscious. Generally, he is either attracted or 
repelled by it, and consccpiently all ‘qualities’ or 
modes of attraction or repulsion arc qualities of 
feeling. Not only pleasure and pain, but the thrill 
of cxc'.itcmcnt of which Bain spoke, and the emotions 
of love and fear, anger and disgust, and the rest, 
should bo classed under this head, So should desire 
and aversion, despite the fact that most psychologists 
call them modes of eonatioji, that is to say, of 
endeavour. That there is a close connoc.tion between 
desire and conation is undoubted. T’here always is 
an intimate connection between fooling and endeavour, 
but desire and endeavour are, none tlio less, easily 
distinguishable. A man may desire very keenly to 
4)lay a game of billiards after dinner, and his guest 
may desire it o«iuaIly. All the endeavour that may 
be rexjuirod of either is to walk to the table and 
Is'gin. 

By endeavour is meant a characteristic mode of 
consihous experience whose being is to seek an object. 
Striving, seeking, and the choice in volition, are 
among its modes or ‘ qualities.’ I shall try, in a later 
chapter, to explain and defend this statement. 

(2) The common characteristic of all three classes 
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in. th.0 tripartite division is that they are conscious 
experiences which are not primarily objects for con- 
sciousness, but modes of reference to an object. I’his 
statement agrees with the scholastic doctrine that the 
differentia of a state of consciousness is its ‘intentional 
inexistence.’ Its being is to intend or refer to an 
object. It means the existence of that object, and 
not its own. An act of consciousness may, indeed, 
be the object of another act, i.e. of an act of intro- 
spection. But that IS irrelevant and accidental. The 
primary and fundamental characteristic of a conscious 
experience is its reference to an object, whether or no 
it is itself the object of a further act of reflection. 
This, I think, is the only common characteristic of 
that which is psychical, and it seems a meagre result 
of so much painful analysis. It does not tell us what 
experiences are, but only something about them. It 
gives no hint of the richness and variety of the self. 
That information can be given by introspection, and 
introspection only. But any enquiry of the present 
sort must be equally meagre. No analysis of the 
common characteristics of that which is psychii'.al can 
hope to present a full picture of conscious life, and 
yet the result need not be altogether useless, just 
because it is meagre. It may show the plan and 
structure of a conscious self, and if it does so it is 
justified. 

Indeed, a more plausible objection would be that 
the analysis is false. It holds of cognition, no doubt, ^ 
but in what respects docs it hold of the other divisions* 
of consciousness ? Cognition must bo of something. 
But does seeking, or striving, always refer to an 
object? May there not be a blind striving? 'This 
alternative analysis, although plausible, must be re- 
jected. Striving implies a prospective attitude, which 
may be vague, but must be present, and be part of 
the being of the process of striving. Volition clearly 
implies an object, for in all eases of volition we 
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choose to do somHldiig, and a similar account holds 
, for any other Rpetues of endeavour. The mo<lo of 
roforonoo is tlitforont from that of cognition. But 
the rcfercnc.c itself is an essential constituent of the 
process of endeavour. 

I’he case of fooling, however, is not bo clear. 
Fooling, according to Hamiltcjii, is ‘ subjectively 
subjective,’ an^ that, being interpreted, means tlmt 
feeling has no reference to an object, but is, simply 
and solely, a state of the subject. This position is 
certainly not unreasonable, and 1 shall try to consider 
it more carefully later, but the presumption is against 
it. Tt seems plain that the feelings of love, or hate, 
or desire imply reference to an objec.t. They are 
ways in whicli the subjo<it is consciously alfected by 
an object, and to bo aflecte<l in this way implies 
reference to the object. Indeed, the very iuHtnnces 
of pleasure and pain on which Hamilton based his 
ease lend thomsoives more naturally to Jin analyms 
which is precisely the reverse of his. Is it not true, 
as a general rule at least, that we are pleased with 
something, and pained at something? If that is 
usually the case there is a strong presumption that 
fooling, also, refers to an object, and is sirail9,r to 
other experiences in tliis respect,* 

(3) What is tlie ^nndammtnm of the tripartite 
division ? If the division Is h)gically sound it must 
have a principle, and that principle caimot he merely 
.the dilference between one class of experiences and 
aiiotlior. The assent of judgment, for instance, is 
mu<!h more closely aUio<l to the choice of volition 
than to the attitude of doubt. But doubt and 
judgment are instances of (jognition, and choice 
pertains to endeavour. Indeed the three members of 
the tripartite division are so closely e.onnected with 
one another, so indispotiHable to one another, that it 
is much harder to distiugnish them than it is to 
^ Fur % fulliir dimHiHHitiii mw Oltap. lY* 
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distinguish assent from mere supposition, or desire 
from aversion. The furtdamentvm, therefore, must 
be sought in a different direction. * 

If every experience is a mode of reference to an 
object, and if this characteristic is important, then it 
ought to be of use in helping us to distinguish the 
groat classes of experiences. And examination shows 
that it does. 

Cognition is a mode of reference to an object. It 
includes perception, doubting, believing, affirming, 
denying, and these have, at leasf, certain negative 
characteristics in common. They do not attempt to 
change their object, and they cannot occur simul- 
taneously when there is reference to one and the 
same object. A man may doubt one part of the 
story which ho hears, deny a second part, and believe 
in the rest, but he cannot both doubt and believe the 
same part of the same story at the same time. The 
first characteristic, however, is of more importance, 
and consideration of the second may be postponed. 
Cognition is adynamic. It seeks to know its object, 
not to change it. If it changed the object it would 
frustrate its own aim. For then it would know (or 
doubt, or deny), not that object, but something else. 
Cognition neither changes its object, nor is affected 
by it. It is, by its essence, impartial, unbiassed, 
disinterested. It is not an impression, but an act, 
and it is an act which is adynamic. 

On the other hand, the two remaining members oi^ 
the tripartite division are dynamic, though each in 
a different way. Feeling is the way in which the 
subject is consciously affected by the object. It is 
essentially passive. It expresses the action of the 
object on the subject. In this respect it is manifestly 
diferent from cognition, and endeavour is equally 
different. Endeavour is the conscious action or re- 
action of the subject towards the object. Its being 
is to affect the object, to change it or to sustain it 
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when, without eiulcavour, the object would disappear. 

^ This is tlio aim of volition and striving. The result 
of this analysis, thoroforo, is a division of experiences 
whitsh meets all logical requirements, aiul is based 
upon a principle, or fimdmncMum dimsioimt wliicih 
is necessary and important. That is (dearly true of 
the subdivision of the dynamic experiences. Dynamic 
influence must be either passive or active. It must 
express the way in which something is alfectcd, or in 
which it affects something else, and we find, not by 
an d pn’on or arbitrary procedure, but by a direct 
interrogation of introspection, that there are ex- 
periences which fall within each class. The distinction 
netwoon dynamic and adynamic may scicm, indeed, to 
bo on a dilferont footing. Logic.ally it must bo 
exclusive and exhaustive, because it is a division 
by dichotiuny ; but divisions by dic.hotomy are offitm 
merely formal and yield no important information. 
In the present instaiuio, however, that criticism is 
not pertinent. To describe c.ogiution as adynamic 
may seem to bo a mere n((gation, but is not really so. 
The description seizes on one of tlie most fundamental 
cbara<!teristics of cognition as it appears to intro- 
apoetion, and gives iw much dofinik^ and positive 
information as any general description could ; for 
it emphasises the most vital distinction between 
cognition and other exporionc.es iji a way wliich no 
other distinc-tion docs. It is hardly too much to 
say that this distinction, if clearly ivviognised at the 
outset, saves a world of barren controversy. For 
the proof, consider the diseussiuns concerning the 
passivity of Honso-impvessions and the activity of 
spirit. 

Two objee.tions may occur to the reader. Ho may 
say, in the first place, that (iognition is dynamic 
betiause it involves active attention. That is true, 
for the most part, although there are numerous ex- 
ceptions unless the word ‘ attention ’ be misused, and 
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defined so as to include all degrees of inattention. 
It is not infrequent for ideas, and sometimes import- ' 
ant ideas, to occur without any conscious effort of 
attention, and they sometimes dwell with a man when 
he makes no active effort to keep them before his 
mind. Apart from such exceptions, it is true that 
cognition implies attention, but cognition is never 
identical with attention. Attention is an attitude of 
endeavour, not of cognition. In it the subject seeks 
to fixate an object, to keep it before his mind, in 
order that he may see or understand what it is. 
Accordingly, attention ministers to cognition, but is 
not identical with it. If proof be required it is 
enough to point to the very exceptions mentioned 
above. How could a man ever entertain ideas with- 
out active attention, if attention were identical with 
knowing ? The objection only illustrates how closely 
our different experiences are blended in the self, and 
how impossible it is to disrupt the self into isolated 
experiences. The consequences of that implication 
will bo seen more fully in a moment. 

The reader may object, in the second place, that 
to speak of experiences as dynamic, implies causal 
agency, and that it is quite impossible to understand 
experiences as either causes or effects. In what sense, 
he may ask, can we be sure that experiences of en- 
deavour affect anything ? If they do, as in the cases 
in which the striving for movement results in actual 
physical movement, it is clear, at all events, that net 
one can explain how a mental endeavour can affect a 
physical event (such as the movements of the brain), 
and therefore it is absurd to claim as a fundamental 
characteristic of certain experiences what is, to the 
last degree, doubtful and problematical. Or, again, 
he may say that when, in feeling, we maintain that 
an ‘ object ’ affects us, we are blind to the sense in 
which wo have defined the term ‘object.’ If an 
object may be a presentation, or a universal, how can 
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these cause anything? A physical object, perhaps, 

* can be a cause and can liave elfeots, but physical 
objects are clearly not the only ones which ailbet our 
feelings. A mathematician may bo delighted with 
his proofs, a philosopher with his arguments, an 
opium-eater with the visions revealed to nis imagina- 
tion. But neither proofs nor arguments nor dreams 
are physical objects, however intense the enjoyment 
they may cause. To these objections it is enough to 
reply that the analysis of this chapter is merely 
introspective. No claim is made to decide the 
ultimate questions of what causation means, or what 
can bo a cause. The problem is far simpler and is 
only this; what do experiences /cc^ like, and how do 
they reveal themselves to introspection? In that 
restricted sense the being of a feeling is to be passive, 
the being of an endeavour to act towards an object, 
and, in tlio same restricted sense, the analysis is not 
open to objection. 

If the principle of this division is really funda- 
mental for the analysis of mind it ought, at the same 
time, to furnish a positive basis for the constitution 
of mind. An<l it is manifest, on <!}oser inspection, 
that it does. The members of the tripartite division 
arc not isolated, though they arc distinct, and they 
are not unrelated. Eacli has a positive ftmetion to 
perform in the economy of the self, none is un- 
no(;essary, all are complementary. The proof of this 
•statement would retjuiro an exlumstivo examination 
in detail of the <*.haractoristics of all oxporiemios, and 
cannot bo attempted within the limits of this essay 
since the matter of fiutt is infinite in ri(ihness and 
variety. But the sequel will afford nunuirous tests 
of the accuracy of the statement, and will show 
that it luis not been arbitrarily or dogmatically 
assumed, lndcc<l it is possible to supply, in a 
tentative and provisional way, a formula for the. 
general type of jsonnection which exists Imtwtuju the 
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members of the tripartite division. Endeavour is 
guided by cognition and prompted by feeling. The . 
principle of division involves, at the «ame time, a 
principle of connection, as every good principle of 
division should, and therefore it serves as a clue to 
subsequent enquiry. 

We have now completed the analysis of the 
subject-matter of psychology, and have been led to 
results of considerable importance. In the first place 
we have seen that the subject-matter of psychology 
consists of acts of reference to an object ; in the 
second place, that these acts are connected together 
by a principle. ^ Since psychology is the positive 
science of mind, it might seem that the self can have 
no content otlicr than that studied by psychology, 
and therefore that the only feasible line of enquiry 
into its nature is to pursue the clue of the connection 
of pporiences, so far as we may. The sequel will 
decide whetlicr such a course could bo justified. 
Meanwhile, it is possible to affirm with some certainty 
that a ‘ cross-section ’ of the life of the self at any 
moment shows a plurality of experiences, fused and 
blended together. Broadly speaking, it consists of 
experiences of cognition, feeling and endeavour re- 
ferring to some object and related together mscording 
to the formula described. There may bo a preponder- 
ance of one of those elements or attitudes, e.g. the 
state of mind of a man who returns to consciousness 
from a^ fainting fit may bo one in whicli feeling 
predominates over cognition or endeavour. But 
no one element is ever entirely absent. Not only 
may the elements be conilected in the way described, 
they must be so connected ; and this fact, for 
such it is, is an additional proof of the importance 
of the tripartite division. I have already remarked . 
that it is impossible to have different cognitive 
attitudes simultaneously with respect to the same 
object, and that is also true of the ‘qualities’ of 
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feeling or endeavour. It is otherwise with the 
• mcuibors of the tripartite divisiwi themselves. Not 
only may tlihy occur simultaneously but they must 
so occur. , 

Now it may bo true that a self or a H(nd over ami 
above the experiences is required to exi)laiu even the 
unity of a nioinontary cross-section of its life. In 
any case tEc unity of the self is much more thaTi this 
momentary unity. The cross-section is not self- 
subsistent. It has its roots in the considousness of 
the past, it looks forward to the consciousness of the 
future. And it may seem that the oxistcuco of a 
Soul is implied whenever such phrases as ‘ the way 
in which the sidqcct is ailected,’ ‘ the life of the 
stilf,’ ‘our mental experiences’ arc employed. To 
have avoided these phrases would have, been 
ridiculous pedantry, and therefore there is at least a 
v(5rbal dilliculty in the way of those who advocate 
the e.laims of psychology without a soul. ‘ Mind 
splits up into lamsciousnesses,’ says Professor 
Titchenor. ‘ A couHe.iousncsH is a mental present . , . 
a bit of mind that is occupied with a single, however 
complicated, topic. Thus to put the matter crudely 
wo begin the day with a getting-up cuimciousnesH : 
this is followed by a breakfast eonse.iouHucss . . . 
etc.’ ‘ But who are tihe ‘ wo ’ wlio begin the. tlay, and 
does not the phrase ‘ a bit of miml’ itsedf imply that 
very soul which ProlcHsor Titcheiicr is so anxious to 
ignore? 

1 do not wish, in this place, to defend the theory 
<!f psychology without a soul. On that point, 
indee<l, 1 fiml myself in sulmtantinl agremuent with 
HuH.scrl ; ‘'I’lie attempt to dcfciul a psychology with- 
out a soul, corresponda to the t.heory of a seience of 
nature witlmut bodies, ’riie first theory speaks of a 
, psychohigy which alyures every metaphysical assump- 

^ Aftidlt* * ' nt Amaricmm* l*y Clfinnukr, 

tmthmt a p. 
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lion with regjird to the soul : the second rejects in 
advance evcty theory that touches the^ metaphysical 
nature of the pliysical world.’ ^ It is useless to pre- 
iotid that any analysis can proceed without making 
assumptions, but that, in itself, does not show the 
futility of analysis. Perliaps a soul .is required in 
addition to the psychical processes whose nature has 
been described.-' Perhaps these processes must, if 
they are thought truly, be thought as the states or 
the activities of an ego. Whether that be so, or not, < 
it is certain that consciousness, even the conscious- 
ness of the moment, is not a mere unit or a collection 
of units, but involves a very intimate connection of 
different modes of reference to an object. And the 
unity and continuity of the self throughout the whole 
tract of time during which it exists is as ultimate 
and compelling a problem as this unity of a ‘ cross- 
section ’ at any particular moment. If the self were 
nothing but the unity of these experiences, it could 
not be explained without detailed considerations of 
the respect in which the experiences form a unity, and 
of why they must do so. The theory of a psychology 
without a soul must certainly bo rejected if it implies 
the neglect of any of these considerations. 

At the same time it is false that the use of personal 
pronouns, and the like, compels the inforence that the 
self is more than a unity of experiences or that the 
stuff of the soul includes more than the subject- 
matter of psychology. The inference is not a necessity* 
of thought or, even, an implication of speech. It 
depends merely on -a misconception of the nature of 
analysis. ‘ Following life in creatures we dissect, we 
lose it in the moment we detect.’ If analysis of the 
self really did dissect, then it would be impossible 
to reconstruct a self out of those disjecta membra. 

If consciousness really split up into consciousnesses, 
then the splitting would doom this enquiry or any 
* LoijbscM U7iUTmchmgmf Bd. IL S. ^89. 
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Bimilar ono to fatuity. But analysiH has uo such im- 
plk^ati{)ll, and if we eoulil not atialyse the natiiro of 
the Holf, wo could only declaim about it, and could 
not think about it. ,It is possible, tliougli not, 
perhaps, noccasary or probable, that the term ‘aolf’ 
expresses nothing but the fact that any experience 
whatever forms part of a connected individual whole 
of experiences. There is no good evidence for any 
other sort of experience, for any ‘ floating ’ psychical 
state. And because of that, it is impossible to avoid 
the personal pronouns and other tell-tale terms. The 
terms express a profoundly important fact about 
the nature of consciousness. ^Phcy do not assert the 
oxistonoo of a peculiar entity, or determine the 
answer to any partic.ular nidtaphysical pindilem. 

This problem, the problem of the soul, is the 
culmination of this enquiry. But it ought not to bo 
approached without a loiroful and prolonged prelimin- 
ary survey, and the aim of the earlier part of this 
essay is to perform that task. The broader aspects 
of the problem arc plain onougli, and arc matters 
of general agreement. There are thret^ priimijial 
questions at issue: ‘ What are oxporieneeH ? ’ ‘ How are 
tlioy united ? ’ and ‘ What are the presuppositioiis of 
this unity?’ The first of those questions law been 
discussed in a general way in the present c.haptcr, the 
second and third are discussed continuously from the 
ninth chapter to the end of the volume, and the 
•interval between the present chapter ami the con- 
cluding ('.hapters is occupied by the <!ouHideration of 
a range of problems which are too important to bo 
neglected, and must be considered very fully if they 
are to bo considered at ail. There arc risks in this 
procedure, and the chief of them is that the unity of 
the whole discussion may seem to be sacrificed to an 
undue preoccupation with mere detail. But that is 
a risk which must bo taken. 

l?irBt of all thens is the problem of the relation of 
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the self to the body. The plain' man considers that 
hirt body is part of himself. Is he right, or is he 
wrong ? And, again, the body is frequently regarded 
as the permanent ground of the unity of the self. 
That problem, in various forms, is bound to arise at 
many points in this discussion, and the principal 
features of the problem are the subject of the next 
chapter. The discussion from the fourth chapter to 
the eighth (inclusive) has a somewhat different object, 
and the questions discussed in it include the majority 
of the problems which are usually considered to be, 
j>ar excellence, the problems of the self. If it is 
granted that experiences afford the clue to the nature 
of the self, it is possible to argue from that basis to 
very different conclusions. For it may be maintained 
that some one particular kind of experiences reveal 
this clue with an ade<iuacy which no other kind can 
approach. Cogito ergo sum; sentio ergo sum; ago 
ergo sum. Most of the arguments under this head 
fall naturally into the <li vision of the primacy of 
feeling, will and cognition respectively, and I shall 
consider them in this order. The arguments for the 
primacy of will must obviously receive more attention 
than the others because they are more numerous, 
more persistently defended and, at any rate in appear- 
ance, more important. 

I shall try to show that none of the great divisions 
of experiences has an invariable or essential primacy. 
Not merely is each of them essential and irreducible’ 
to any other, but the particular arguments in support 
of the primacy of any one of them cannot bear the 
test of critical scrutiny. Unless the question of 
primacy is settled, there is no possibility of an 
adequate discussion of the unity or the substantiality 
of the self. An answer to the question which is 
not precise and detailed is no answer at all, and 
too many of the current accounts of the self owe 
all their plausibility to a hasty assumption of the 
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primacy of will, or the primordial importance of 
Honsation. 1 Huococd in avoiding a fatal error 
of this kind 1 shall at least have ac-compliahed Home- 
thing. In a way the diHciwaion in tlvcHo (‘.hapters 
w a vindication and an explanation of the noint of 
view wliich is outlined in the present one. But it is 
also more. 

In conclusion, it is necessary to call attention to 
two points that must be constantly remembered in 
any discussion of the nature of the self. In the first 
place the self, as wo know it, grows and develops in 
time, and different selves are widely dissimilar in the 
degree of their development. It would bo compara- 
tively easy to give an account of the S(df which would 
hold for a mature, harmonious and (mnsistunt person- 
ality, But diilicultitis thicken when we remember 
that oven such fully-rounded personalities were once 
in their cradles and yet are HUj)posed to form the 
same individual psyc-hic (sontres throughout their lives. 
Indeed, if the arguments of Semon ' or Hamuol Butler,* 
on the subject of organic memory, have any weight, 
it is necoHSHvy to suppose that the hogiuniugs of the 
psychical life of a single human self stretch back 
through many gonoratioiiH. Similarly it is necessary 
to give an account of garrulous selves as well as of 
silent ones, emotional selves as well as restrained 
ones, contradictory selves as well as logical ones. 
The general theory must bo exceedingly elastic. 

* Finally, wo must submit a tlieory which is able to 
take account of capacities and dispositions® as well 
as of actual events. I do not mean to say that a 
capacity in itself is an existent entity, but I must 
insist that the phrase is not meaningless. It is a 
commonplace that character is the most important 
constituent of personality, and character is most 

* In I)k Mmme (uul TMf. mnenmehm Jtlmpjlndungm* 

^ In mul I MU and 

* For i further diHctission of feJuj |>ruol«e ncmHu in wliiah thtmo aro 
used «i!0 Chain X, 



XI 


PSYCHOLOGY AND THE SELF 


45 


accurately defined as the capacity for responsible 
behaviour. But it is needless to suppose that a man’s 
character is completely revealed to any one who is 
aware of all his actions, or even, per impossihile, of all 
his secret thoughts. Suppose, for instance, that we 
wore acquainted with the inmost feelings of the man 
George Jeffreys when he browbeat offenders at the 
city sessions, when he embraced his favourites in his 
cups, as well as with the facts that he ordered Ahce 
Lisle to the stake or that, when in prison, he was 
presented by his enemies with a barrel containing a 
halter instead of a barrel containmg oysters. We 
should argue from these facts to his brutality, his 
sottislmess, his cruelty and injustice, and we should 
thus understand the gift of the halter. But in so 
doing wo should argue not only to the ways in 
which he had acted, and the thoughts which actually 
crossed his mind, but also to the ways in which 
ho would ham acted, had different circumstances 
presented themselves. Tn other words, we should 
include capacities, as well as actual behaviour. And 
this, accordingly, must bo another feature of any true 
account of the self. 



CHAPTER III 


THE SELF AND THE BODY 

Probably do aiuglo quostion liaa been more fully dia« 
(jusHod iu modern plulosophy tlmri that of the relation 
between mind and body, Treatiaes ujam the cpieHtion 
appear eontinually, and aonio of them, Dr. M'DougaU’s 
Imiij and Mind, for iiwtauee, are ho admirably lucid, 
accurate and comprehensive that they hardly leave 
more to others than the useless opj)ortunity of re- 
counting a well-worn tale. There is Btill work to be 
done on the traditional lines, but such work would 
not be relevant in the present connection. In any 
case I do not wish to attack the (picstiun upon these 
lines. Instead of asking how wo are to understand 
the relation of body and mind, 1 wish to ask wlicther 
upon careful roHec.tion any parts or features of the 
body ought to bo (iousidored parts of the self. This 
road has, I think, been less trodden than the other, 
[t deserves to bo trod. 

iriujuostionably tiie body is the most important 
or, at least, an essential part of the self on many 
theories and for many men. ‘ I’hat complex of fre- 
quent assoc.iatiofis,' says Munsterberg, ‘ a complex 
whic.li at first embraces only the preaeutations of our 
own body and its immediate environment, lajit in 
later years annexes the whole circle of our interests 
and ideals, is our very self, our personality." This 
* l}k S, 147* 
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analysis agrees very closely with James’s account of 
the empirical self to which reference has already been 
made, and there can be no doubt that it represents a 
stage in the development of the idea of self, and 
corresponds closely to the popular, unreflective idea 
of self. But the reason for this is that early thought 
and popular thought cannot distinguish with sufficient 
accuracy between the physical body and the psychical 
self, and I do not see how any one, when he is fully 
aware of the meaning of the question at issue, can 
seriously maintain that his body is part of himself. 
It is natural and intelligible to say, ‘ Body, thou hast 
' grown old along with me, and my infirmities have 
almost kept pace with tliiho ’ ; but, unless we were 
Egyptians and behoved in a double soul, it would be 
meaningless to substitute the word ‘soul’ or 'self’ 
for ‘ body.’ When wc address our souls in soliloquy 
wo are addressing ourselves. It is otherwise, how- 
ever intimate the <‘,onnection between body and mind, 
when we think of our bodies. 

But while many would accept the principle, most 
remain Idind to its implications, and in this 
chapter I wish to investigate these implications as 
prociaoly as possible. It seems to me that many 
bodily states are accounted parts of the self because 
there is a failure to recognise that they are really 
bodily. The investigation will load to strange para- 
doxes — indeed, perhaps, to paradoxes so strange that 
it may scorn simpler to deny the original assumption 
of this chapter. Be it so. The implications deserve 
to be considered. 

I propose to begin this discussion by considering 
a Well-worn phrase, now out of fashion, ‘ the internal 
sense.’ The phrase is slightly equivocal as it in- 
cludes ‘innere Beobachtung’ as ^ well as ‘innere 
Wahrnehmung,’ to use Brentano’s terms. ‘Innere 
Beobachtung’ is equivalent to introspection, and 
that is the moaning of the ‘internal sense,’ as the 
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term is used e.ff. in Loeko’s limti/. ‘The niitnl/ ho 
, Hays, ‘receiving the ideas moiiiioiied in tlH‘. fnr(v 
going chapters from without [idciiH of Himsution, ] 
when it turns its view inward upon itse.lf, and 
ohsorvos its own actions idwut tiioso iihiiis it has, 
takes from thence otlier ideas, wliiiih are as capalde 
to bo the objects of its <5ontcmplation as any of 
those it received from foreign things.’ ' On tiie other 
hand ‘the internal sense,’ in the sense of ‘innoro 
Wahrnehmung,’ means, not the acts of introspec- 
tion, but the experiences wliicli are the objoc.ts of 
such acts. The equivocation, however, if it ho an 
equivocation, is easily understood. When t!io miiul 
turns its eye inward, it coti tern plates those objects 
which are inward. 

The <’.riticism to whi<'h tin', phrase has Ixwn Htd>- 
jocted seems very ])ertinent. ‘ hitcrnal’ refm t«» 
space, and consciousjusss is n(»t extended nor does 
it occupy position. No doubt the. uiialngtms word 
‘introspection’ has a metaphori(cil rercriiiu'e to sjiuee, 
hut so has tiio phnisc ‘a <‘,lose. c.unnefd.ion.' 'riie 
metaphor in these e-ases is ignored. It is oidy an 
accident of etymology. But. the word int.e.rual is more 
than raetapliorical It tends to he a literal statc- 
montrand if it is takoti literally, what can it mean? 
T)oes ‘internal’ moan that which is enclosed within 
the periphery of the body, or some ktuaud yet tmtrts 
deeply hidden, the cortex, say, or some spiit wliich 
.philosophers or anatomists have seen fd. to deseriia^ 
as the probable seat of the soul? In that ease, wn 
shall he told, it is utterly irrelevant, to g<mnim< intro- 
spection. And the word ‘Himso’ is also nusleading. 
The .senses whicli wo know anj conditioned by sfftno 
stimulus, and arc correlated both witli a peripheral 
and with a (sentral organ. Tn what resptict does the 
exercise of an act of introH|)C(!t.ion require a stimulus ? 
And where is the organ of the internal sense ? * In- 

^ BfHik IL oha|», vL 
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ternal,’ in fact, ought to mean ‘ mental,’ and should 
not refer to a ‘sense’ at all. The phrase lingers 
only as a decrepit anachronism, dcriAang its sole 
significance ftom antithesis to an obsolete theory of 
sense-imprcHsiona. When the word impression implied 
Deinoeritean phantasms, or Aristotelian ‘sensible 
species,’ which flitted into the mind’s presence- 
chamber like airy sprites bestriding the gossamer, 
then it was necessary to invent a phrase to describe 
the contents of that presence-chamber itself. These 
were called internal because they never came in and 
could not go out. But when this cause of error is 
laid, the effect should also cease. 

At the same time it may be doubted whether the 
objections to the phrase ‘ internal sense ’ are really so 
cogent as they appear. In the first place, the objec- 
tion which rests upon the alwenco of a specific organ 
is irrelevant and external. The nature of sense- 
porception is never made clearer by physiology. A 
Knowledge of peripheral organs an<l nerve fibres and 
central organs may help us to understand the con- 
ditions of sense -perception, but not its specifically 
mental features. And why, for that matter, should 
there not bo a special organ for the internal sense, 
even if wo use the terra in the sense of introspection ? 
That organ could not bo a peripheral organ, but wby 
should not acts of introspection have a special correlate 
in the <!ortex ? I do not maintain that it must be so. 
On the scholastic theory the intcllc(it has no cerebral . 
correlate although all other experiences have, and 
the exception may also hold of acts of introspection. 
But why should it? The usual hypothesis is that 
thdio is a neurosis for every psychosis. The pre- 
sumption, accordingly, is that acts of introspection, 
being a specific class of experiences, have a specific 
brain centre. 

The internal sense, on its current interpretation, 
should have as its province whatever is ‘in mind.’ 
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Tho use of this phrase, how«ivop, is misleading. The 
antithesis between inner and outer is a heritage of 
‘ tlio way oL ideas,’ and tho word ‘ idea ’ is probably 
tho most ambiguous in tho whole realm %)f philosophy. 
An idea was defined by Locke as ‘whatever, is tho 
object of tho understamling when a man thinks ’ ; and • 
oven Locke was too apt to consider that such objects 
are invariably of tho typo of sense presentations. 
This confusion became worse confounded when it was 
further assumed that every ‘ idea’ was a modification 
of mind. In that case every idea was necessarily ‘ in 
mind,’ since every idea was a modification of mind ; 
ami every modification of mind must, of course, bo 
mental. It would follow that [every objoc.t whatever 
was in mind, since ideas are tho only ol»jo<itH of the 
undi'.rs tan ding, and accordingly there would bo no 
dillbronce between internal anti external. 

It is true that Berkeley, at lojist, did not, or did 
not always, use the phrase ‘in mind' in this mis- 
leading sense. ‘Those qualities,’ ho says [t.c. ox- 
t(5nHion and figure], ‘are in tho mind only as they 
are penanved by it-- that is, not by way of mode or 
attribute but by way of idea. And it no more 
follows that the soul or mind is extended, because 
extension exists in it alone, than it does that it is 
rod or blue bemiuse those colonrs are on all hands 
acknowhulged to exist in it, and nowhere else.' ‘ Tho 
meaning of this statement is very (dear. Berkeley 
, has Ixion dealing with the presentations of t.he e.xternal 
Henso.s. These, he says, are ‘ in mind ’ in a ceirtain 
sense. They are, in part at least, mind-depentleni 
existences, and their being is to be perceivtsi. But 
they are not pai't.s or modifications of mind. Hmy 
are not me.ntal in the Hense in which tho ac.ts and 
operations of mind are mental Berkeley, indeed, 
althougli his psye.liology of the ‘ internal ’ sense is 
obscure, maintains that tbo acts of mind, those at 
* 8 UK 



XII 


■THE SELF AND THE BODY 


51 


least which, following the example of Locke, he can 
classify as instances of ‘ perceptivity ’ and ‘ motivity,’ 
are not presentations at all, although thejj are ‘things’ 
or ‘ objects ’ "vfhose nature can be understood. 

Even granting, however, that Berkeley was right 
in his interpretation, and that the ‘internal sense' 
may bo used legitimately with his meaning, the fact 
still remains that ‘ introspection ’ is the better term 
because it is the less likely to mislead. On the other 
hand there remains the possibility that the literal 
meaning of the phrase (and, especially, its spatial 
reference) may have considerable importance. It 
seems to me that it has, and that the literal con- 
notation should never have been discarded in favour 
of the metaphorical. This is not merely a question 
of terminology, for there is no other term to express 
the precise spatial distinction which is in question, 
and that distinction is the crux of the proldem of 
the self and the body, as it is considered in this 
chapter. I wish, then, to maintain (i) that the term 
‘ internal sense ’ has a clear and legitimate meaning, 
although that meaning is neither synonymous with 
introspection nor with the objects of introspection ; 
and (2) that the objects of the ‘internal sense,’ in 
this now signification, have no right to be considered 
parts of the self at all. That is tlie question at issue. 
Most of us would agree that the self must be distin- , 
guished from the body, and that anything revealed . 
to introspection is part of the self ; and the argument , 
of this chapter presupposes the truth of that principle. 

I hope to show that the obje<;ts of the internal sense 
(in the signification I am defending) are really parts 
of the body, and therefore are *parta of the self. 
But they are liable to be confused, in many ways, 
with the objects of introspection, while their bodily 
features are quite unmistakable ; and therefore both 
the psychologist and the plain man are apt to be 
hopelessly confused when they try to determine the 
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precise boundary between the body and the self. 
The ambiguity of the words 'internal sense' is a 
standing iiUistration of the aml)iguity attaching to 
the things, and that is why the phrase was selected 
for discussion. 

(1) If the words bo taken literally the ‘internal 
aenso’ ought to refer to that which is perceived within 
the body of the percipient, and the phrase ‘ external 
sense ’ to that which is perceived outside it. Those 
are the specific objects of the ‘internal’ and ‘external’ 
senses respectively. 

It may be objected that this distinction, while real, 
is utterly unimportant. Careful reflection, however, 
will show the contrary. What is it that is localised 
within the body? Is it not the pleasurcH and the 
pains of certain parts thereof, together with organic 
sensations, thirst and hunger ? These form a dillerent 
class of perceived objects, a dilFerent (ilass of presenta- 
tions, from those oi’ the external KenH('.s. Wlnui we 
perceive the body of another, oven under the <liHH(icting 
knife, we have no prosontationH wlucdi differ in kiiul 
from those of the inorganic worhl. 'I’lio body, like, 
other presonte<l things, is coloured, odorous, and the 
like. Wo know, the<»reti{!ally, that our hoduss, oven 
within the mask of the epidermis, wouhl he porc.oived 
in this way hy others, and (>.van, in tho ease of a 
minor oporati(tu, might be similarly perc-eived by 
ourselves. But, in general, the interior of tho body 
, is opaque to sight, or touch, cm smell, and yet wo 
are aware of it, and can localise s(mHationH within it. 
Why should we deny that organic, sensatituis, and 
the rest, are as truly parts of the body as anything 
which w<i, or others, can recognise thrtmgh tho other 
Bcmses? There roxilly is an internal sense whoso 
objetds are certain rml states of the Irndy. Tho acsts 
of sensing those olqocts are parts of tho self, hut the 
objects themselves are not. The throbbing volume 
of an aching tooth is iis truly a state of the physical 
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tooth as anything which the dentist can perceive 
through the aid of his instruments. 

Consider, for instance, organic sensations,^ feelings 
of fatigue, effort or strain, feelings of physical pain, 
of general nervous excitement, or the bodily unrest 
which often acicompanies desire or expectation. In 
what way do these differ from the presentations of 
external objects if the word ‘feeling’ is used in its 
popular and not in its technical psychological sense ? 
Both have quality, position in space, intensity, 
duration. Both are essentially presentations, material 
for acts of perception, not themselves psychical acts. 
They are objects for consciousness, not acts of reference 
to an object. A careful examination will show three 
distinctions that can bo drawn, and will also show 
that no one of these distinctions is sufficient warrant 
for maintaining that the two classes of objects are in 
a fundamentally dift'oront category. 

(a) In the first place it may be said that the 
objects of the internal sense, especially in respect of 

* Thu (Untiuotion botwoon act and objoot ought to bo drawn in tho <‘.aHO 
of HOUHatiou as much as in any other, ana the usual accounts of sousation 
sulTer from neglecting tlui distinction. There is tho act of matmj and tho 
object and those are not one, hut two. In the present chapter 

I nave used tho term sensation by itsolf, although with some risk of 
ambiguity. Any <»ther course would have led to an irritating degree of 
repntTtion, and, oesidcs, tho term sensation is emoted so frequently in the 
discussion that no other course soetmid praeticable. Tho term sensation is 
usually omuloyed as referring to tho object rather than to tho act. My 
contention is that acts of sensing are nnuital and thou* objects not, and the 
reader should remember this throughout the discussion. It should be un- 
necessary to add that tho word * object ’ is used in tho broad sense explained 
in the previous chapter, and does not nocossanly, or usually, moan a 
physical thing. 

The vi(5W is sometimes maintained that tho distinction betweon act and 
object applies to tho level of jwlgtmnt only, and that there is no dilference 
whatever between tho act of sensing and tho object sensed, just as there 
IS, no diifeienco betwoen tho feeling of a pleasure and the pleasure itself. 
The insuperable objection to such a view liias already boon mentioned. It 
is impossible to mam tarn that the mind is blue whenever there is a 
sensation of blue, while it is clear that the mind is pleased whenever there 
is a teelmg of pleasure, m tho strict psychical sense. Probably there is no 
instanoe of an act of sensing occurring apart from some degree of judgment, 
but, in that ease, there is also no object sensed which is not also judged. 
And if the objects of judgment include, in any way, that which is sensed 
(and, plainly, they must include it) then the true analysis is that such 
acts of judgment include acts of senamg* 
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localisation, arc vague and indefinite, while those of 

• the external sense arc definite and exact. Wo often 
feel toothatihe in the wrong tooth, and organic 
sensatiom are diffused, voluminous and massive, not 
definitely localised. This distinction may bo true, but 
it is irrelevant. No one need maintain that the 
internal sense yields as definite information as the 
external. The question is only whether it has an 
equal claim to be called a sense. In our contact with 
the world wo rely principally on the sense of sight. 
Instruments of measurement depend upon sight in 
the end. If we touch an object in the dark, wo 
straightway attempt to visualise it. But the fact that 
sight is tlio most definite of the senses docs not prove 
in any way that it is the only sense. The uistianccH 
of erroneous localisatioti, similarly, only impugn the 
accuracy of tlie internal sense, and there is no renson 
to believe that such inaceurucy is very serioim. I^ut 
UH grant that the viscera are insensitive and that, 
when they are diseased, pain is felt in some other 
part*of the body. If they are really insensitive it 
would bo an error to loealise pain in them. 'I’ho 
disease causes pain—somewhero else. And that is 
where the pain is felt. 

(h) In the soc.ond place it may bo maintained as 
an objection that the object porticived W the external 
senses is a real thing in real space. The objects of 
the internal sense are not real in this way. 'fhoy 

• are symptoms or indications of the real state of the 
body. The surgeon and the anatomist know the real 
nature and construction of the human body. When 
the ])atient relates his symptoms, he is only lurnish” 
ing indications of that state. 

Now if ‘real thing' moans only that there really is 
an object for c.onsciousncss, then that is true ecpmily 
of the internal and external senses. In both cases 
there is something of which the mind is aware. But 
the statement, probably, moans something difierunt. 
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In all probability it means that the external senses 
take cognisance of a permanent, systematic, orderly, 
physic-al world whose character does not depend upon 
the fluctuating, private moods of particular per- 
cipients, and that the localisation ' of objects of the 
external senses is a direct awareness of the spatial 
characteristics of this world. In that case the local- 
isation of objects of the internal sense would be only 
secondary. We know or believe that organic sensa- 
tions, and the rest, are connected with the real state 
of the body, and so we attribute to them, though 
falsely, specific spatial qualities. 

The question of the nature of objects of sense-per- 
ception is clearly too large a one to receive adequate 
discussion in this phuje. Suflice it to say that if, in 
perception, there is direct awareness of a permanent, 
orderly world, that awareness is very imperfect and 
inadequate. It is at least equally probable that there 
is no such awareness, and that the objec.ts of per- 
ception are subjective presentations which indicate 
the existence of a physical object in the sense <jf that 
term whiidi has already been described in an earlier 
chapter of this essay. Each man, in all probability, 
sees a slightly different space, and for each man the 
space which ho perceives by touch differs in important 
respects from that which he perceives by sight, though 
it may broadly correspond. On cither theorjr there 
is no reason for maintaining an ultimate distinction 
between tlio external and internal senses in respect of. 
the reality of their objects. If we believe that what 
we are aware of directly is a presentation indicating 
certain qualities in a physical object that is never 
directly perceived, then the presentations of the 
internal sense may certainly in a similar way indicate 
the state of our physical bodies. It is possible to 

^ In uditg tht? word * localiflation ' I do not ratjan to imply tlio special 
mnm in winch it is (falsely, I think) distinj^ukhed from projection. I 
mean merely the attribution of spatial position m any kind of space. 
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arguo from tho pain of a patient !ia well as from liis 
pallor, though tho latter iriferonc.o doponds on sight, 
and tho fornjor on tho internal scnso. If, on tho 
contrary, wo holiovo that wc directly porcoivo a real 
physical object, then why sliould not tlie pain in tho 
tooth of an organism bo as real a quality of tho tooth 
as its colour ? That is tho natural assumption. 

(c) Tho really important dilferonce in the case is 
that the objects of the external sense are common to 
many percipients while those of the intornal sense 
are peculiar to a single percipient. The nurse, and 
tho surgeon, and many others may see the wound, 
only tho patient feels tho pain. 1’hat is a proof of 
tho subjectivity of intra-organic pore, opts, but) it is tm 
disproof of tho possibility that they are rtailly states 
of the body in the sense in whhdi any po.rcopt is real. 
They are percepts because tln'.y involve tho sjiatial 
co-ordination and tho objective refor<ni (!0 implied by 
that term. To ])rovo them subjoiitivo does not prove 
them psychhnd or parts of the self. It only pn>voH 
that they are objects which cannot be perceived by 
any other self. 

Tho fact on any theory is doubtful, f<»r on any 
theory a certain taint of subjectivity clings t^o tho 
objects of seuHO- perception. What we perceive, on 
any theory, depends partly upon us. It is not a 
purely impartial view of tho oljjec-t. Aftor-sonsations 
are blended with tho ohjc(!ts of visum since tho 
chemical processes in tho retina are c.iunparativoly 
slow and tho eye, in this respect ns in many othors, 
is by no jneans an adequate instrument of vision. 
It is not merely santonino powder or jaundice which 
perverts colour vision. There are minute individual 
idiosyucnisios which alfoct the act of every percipient 
and similar individual dilfereneos ticeur in the ease of 
evor;y object perceived. But this circumstance em- 
phatically does not provti that what is |)ereoived is 
part of mind. 1 1 is only mind-dependent in certain 
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respects. This consideration leads to the second 
question to bo discussed. The objects of the internal . 
sense should not bo confused with the self. Although 
they differ in many respects from the objects of the 
external senses, they are at one with these in being 
objects for the conscious self, not parts of it. But it 
is also advisable to consider which of the objects of 
the internal self are commonly accounted parts of 
the self, and why this confusion is made. 

(2) The question has very considerable importance 
in view of many of the issues raised by modern 
psychology, and a consideration of these issues will 
include the whole range of this debatable ground 
between the self and the body. Let us exam i ne 
them from the standpoint already indicated. There 
is a reference to recent c-ontroversies with respect to 
the somatic resonance implied in emotion. There is 
the implication of one of James’s numerous accounts 
of the nature of activity, accounts in which even the 
‘ spiritual self,’ the self of selves, is said to consist of 
a collection of movements in the head and throat. 
There is the problem of the distinction between 
pHy<!|iic,al and physical^ pain, and that of the im- 
portant part which many purely bodily conditions 
appear to play in dissociations and alterations of 
peraonalitv, and in many of the delusions of the 
insane. True, the psychologist need not attempt 
to cover the whole ground traversed by the modern 
alienist. It is as little relevant for him to enquire- 
whether every sort of insanity is due to toxic' 
iufiuonco as to attempt to discover an anti-toxin 
for paranoia, or dementia praecox, or folie circu- 
laire. His proper task is to distinguish carefully 
between states of the body and mental experiences 
proper. Defective analysis in this respect frequently 

^ Tlifi word ‘pliymoaP in hot© used 8oinewhat loosely to indioato that 
which in roforred to aH |)ortaiuing to the bofly. The reader muat romcnihor 
the diHtInctioiiK drawn in Chapter IL, Imt no aerious ambiguity need arise 
from thi» lack of prcoiHion, 



58 PEOBLEMS OE THE SELF • ohm-. 

leads to false conclusions, and tlio idea whicli 
, naany a man has of himself is really an idea of 
his body to» an extent tliat would astonisli him 
, greatly were his attention called to the fact, lliis, 
in itself, is not surprising. Analysis is notoriously 
dilBcult, and the obvious subjectivity of all objects 
of the internal sense leads easily and naturally to a 
confusion with selfhood. Moreover, there is yet a 
further respect in which the difficulty of introspection 
is aggravated in this case. Certain characteristics of 
objects of the internal sense seem to link tljom 
inextricably with the objects of genuine introspecition. 

It is really an old question, this, though it is 
perennial ; the issue, almost in the sctisc in which it 
arises here, can be clearly seen in t.hc writings of 
Descartes, Locke and others. All readers of J)cs(jartOH 
know that he believed, despite Ins dualism, in a very 
intimate relation between body and mind.' The 
mind, he said, c.ould not bo merely a spectator of the 
doings of the body. The relation between the two 
[to use a metaphor already cm[)loy(;d by Aristotle] 
must be more intimate than that of a pilot to his 
ship. The soul and the btxly, for Descartw, formed 
a milange confus, and the fact appears must clearly, 
if not solely, in those ])U 2 !zling states of pleasure and 
pain, which the Creator implanted in man in order 
that he might maintain his bodily estate. But the 
examples which Descartes chooses are not merely 
•those of pleasure and pain, but’ such states ns those 
of hunger and thirst, and it is clear from the context 
that lie regarded these states as pertaining ctjually 
to the soul and the body (if ho did not believe them 
to be a third species of existence whhdi partook, in 
an indeterminate manner, of the nature of each). 
They yield a confused acquaintance with the body in 
much the same sense as coloura and tastes yield a 
confused knowledge of the (jualitios of the real 

* vi. 
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phyaic-al object. Indeed it is difficult to see why 
Doscurtoa thought that these states partook more of 
the nature of thought than other secondary qualities. 
The fact that tlioy aid and abet the welfare of man- 
kind is nothing to the purpose. For on Descartes’s 
theory, and on that of Locke and Berkeley too, one 
of the chief functions of every sense is to teach man- 
kind what to pursue and what to avoid. On Locke’s 
theory we do not know, by our senses, the minute 
constitution of bodies, and on Berkeley’s theory sense 
is but a symbol of the divine reality. In both cases 
it is part of the being of sense-perception to guide 
us in the conduct of life. 

But Locke is much more emphatic than Descartes. 

‘ We have some kind of evidence in our very bodies 
that their eonstituent particles, whilst vitally united 
to this same thinking conscious self, so that we feel ^ 
when they are touted, and are affected by, and 
conscious of, good or harm that happens to them, are 
a part of ourselves; i.e. of our thinking conscious 
self. Thus the limbs of his body arc to every one 
a part of himself; he sympathises and is concerned 
for them. Cut off a hand, and thereby separate it 
from that consciousness ho had of its heat, cold and 
other affections, and it is then no longer a part of 
that which is himself, any more than the remotest 
part of matter.’ * 

Locke maintains, therefore, that the limbs and 
other parts of the ‘body are thought to bo parts of 
the self because of our interest in them and our 
sympathy for them. But it seems clear, despite' 
Professor James and others, that this sense of the 
word is metaphorical. Because a man is interested 
in philately it does not follow that he is, in any sense, 
composed of stamps. Locke, however, and Descartes 
also, were influenced by other considerations, prin- 


* Italics Lookers, 

^ Book IL olmp# xsevii § 11. 



60 


PROBLEMS OP THE SELF 


(in AIL 


cipally by those conceruiug ttio iiuture of ibeliiig, 
Jruleed the passage froiu Locke scorns Holf-evident 
until the (puistioti of the uieaiiiiig of fooling is caro- 
fnlly cousidorod; and oven then, as wo shall sec, 
thoro is sotnothiug to be said in favour of his 
arguuicut. We feel our body, and fecUtig is dis- 
tinctly and charaotoristically psychical, but tlie word 
feeling is ambiguous. When we speak of feeling our 
limbs, or the Tike, we refer to a sort of perception 
or sensation, and this implies a psychical act of refer- 
ence and an object presented. ‘ Feeling’ in a strictly 
psychical sense means something different. It is 
wholly and entirely an experience and is not a sort 
of cognition as acts of perception or sensation arc. 
At the same time there arc close analogies between 
'feeling’ as a psychical o,xporiencc and ‘feeling’ as 
inclu<ling objects. of the internal sense. We <-an only 
understand the position of Descartes or Locke if wo 
take acc.ount of those analogies. 

Keeling, as a psycjhical experience, is passive in 
cliaractor ; it is the airoctivo aspect of (ionsciousnoss. 
And it is also subjective in a marked degree even 
if it bo not ‘subjectively subjective’ in precisely 
Hamilton’s sense. But althongh passivity or activity 
form no part of the attitude of cognition, and tliero- 
foro no part of the attitude of sensation or punicption, 
none tli>e loss our perciopts and the obj(Hds of sensation 
scorn thrust upon us from without and arc indop<ind- 
Oiit of the control of the will. This is one of tljo 
respects in which they are distinguished from the 
objects of imagination or intellection. If I am in 
Paris and open my eyes I mu.st see the town in a 
certain way, but if I imagine Paris to be the New 
Jorusalom I can picture the Seiiio as clear as Abana 
or Pharpar, or yellow like the Tiber, I can picture 
the Panthdon as composed of rubies and amethysts, 
and place it by the .side of Ndtre Dame in the Champs 
Elysdos. Thus in respect of passivity any object of 
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sensation or perception (and the objects of the internal 
sonso are included in this class) is ranked along with, 
fooling, altlwugli the passivity of psychical feeling 
niay diller from this passivity in important respects. 
And,^ again, the objects of the internal sense are 
(iortainly subjective, simjc they (ian only be perceived 
by a single person. Ihat is the characteristic ■which 
is common to the ‘internal sense’ and to intro- 
spection, and it occasions much of the confusion 
between them. But we have already seen that it 
is logically irrelevant, however natural the mis- 
conception to which it gives rise. 

In the third place psychical feeling plays a part 
in the life of the self which is analogous to the part 
which physic, ul fooling plays in the life of the organism. 
In accordanc.o with our previous account, though 
without any implications of temporal order, we may 
say that fooling looks behind to cognition and before 
to endeavour. f:5imilarly the internal states of the 
organism are a comiocting-link between the stimulus 
received from the environment and the reaction to- 
wards that environment. It is a rough analogy, no 
doubt, but in one way or another it influences dis- 
cussions on this question. Let us take this statement, 
for instance : 

‘ It was said above that every instinctive process 
has the three aspects of all mental process, the cog- 
nitive, the affective and the conative. Now the 
innate jwycho-phyaical disposition, which is an instinct,* 
may be regarded as consisting of three corresponding 
parts, an afferent, a central and a motor or efferent 
part, whose activities are the cognitive, the affective 
and the conative features respectively of the total 
instinctive process. The afferent or receptive part 
of the total disposition is some organised group of 
nervous elements or neurones that is specially adapted 
to receive and to elaborate the impulses initiated in 
the sense-organ by the native object of the instinct ; 
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its constitution and activities determine tlio sensory 
.content of tb.6 psyclio-physical process. From the 
afferent part, the excitement spreads over to the 
central part of the disposition; the constitution of 
this part determines in the main the distribution of 
the nervous impulses, especially of the impulses that 
desecud to modify the working of the visceral organs, 
the heart, lungs, blood-vessels, glands and so forth, 
in the manner required for the most effective execution 
of the instinctive action; the nervous activities of 
this central part are the correlates of the affective or 
emotional aspect or feature of the total psychical 
process/ ' 

The phrases afferent, efferent and central can only 
refer to the physical part of the psycho-physical 
disposition, and oven in that case there would bo 
no special reason for supposing that the afferent 
nerves (or their central nerve-endings) wore correlated 
with cognition, the efferent with conation, and the 
central with feeling. On the contrary, there is every 
reason to believe that there is no hmervatwisgvfuht, 
and consequently that our cognition of motor activity 
is sensory in origin. Nor, again, should the argument 
he used that the feelings connected with speculative 
thought are differently related to it than other feelings 
to other kinds of cognition. Yet in the case of this 
kind of cognition there is no reason to believe in any 
afferent nerve process, aa there is no reason to believe 
.that any external stimulus whatever enters. Dr. 
M'Dougall’s analogy, therefore, has no especial im- 
portance oven in the case of instiiudivo actions to 
which ho refers. I have mentioned it only because 
the analogy seems to weigh with some who consider 
bodily feelings, or some special class of bodily feelings, 
parts of the self. Dr. M'Dougall’s argument refers 
only to cerebral localisation, not to the awareness of 
states of the body ; but the same analogy might be 

^ pp, 82j, S3. 
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applied equally well to the body as a whole. The 
body as a whole is obviously intermediate, even in. 
point of time, between stimulus and reaction. 

The passage is also an excellent introduction to a 
discussion of the distinction between bodily ‘feelings’ 
and psychical feelings. It is because the two are 
confused that the body is considered a part of the 
self. Let us begin by considering emotion. That 
surely is a part of the self. What is more intimately 
part of our being than our love and our hate, or the 
rarer states in which poetry or music flood the soul 
with feeling ? The older theories of emotion treated 
emotion from the point of view of psychical feeling, 
and they were rigid in doing so. But tlie modern 
troatnie.nt lays chief or solo emphasis upon an entirely 
diilerent aspect, the bodily aspect, ami this aspect is 
also rclovaut. 1 cannot ('.onsider this question as fully 
as it deserves, but it is iinpossiblo to avoid dealing 
with it in coiusiderablo detail. 

Modern interest in iho question of the nature of 
emotion was greatly stimulated by the arguments of 
Fro fessor James. 1 lis theory of the emotions is closely 
f.onuec.ted with his views upon instinct. Under the 
term instinct he seems to include every impulse, ut 
any rate he maintains that every instiiut is an 
impulse. I’he meaning of the term impulse is not 
so clear. 1 lo seems to mean that every bodily adjust- 
ment, simple or complicated, is an imimlse, and also 
that any kiiul of ultimate preference or liking is an. 
impulse. This usage is very misleading, for what is 
there iu common between a cough or a sneeze and 
a preference of cJiampagne to ditchwater ? ’ It is 
prt)l)ably true that every instimst involves physio- 
logical roficx«iH and im})ul8es ; and is connected with 
ultimate likes and dislikes, but it does not follow 
either that these preferences are simply the awareness 

^ mi all front ProfnaHor Wntanlf. Boa hln 

a/ vol, ll |)|b 40ii and r4^H|H3«tiv«ly. 
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of jphpiological events, or that a conseious instinct is 
. only the awareness of such events. Professor James 
is more coneornod with psychological analysis * than 
with coherent psychological theory. 'Dio view which 
ho defends in connection with the instincts and 
emotions is that psychology depends upon physiology, 
and that consciousness is to he explained by refer- 
ence to a complicated system of ^ysical reactions 
together with the connected reflex arcs. 

It is usual to maintain that an instinct is a sort 
of racial habit belonging to every member of a given 
species ; that it is complex and co-ordinated like the 
actions of a bird in ouilding its nest; that it is 
biologically advantageous to the species concerned 
and tends towards its maintenance and development, 
although the individuals who act instinctively need 
not have any conscious awareness of that end ; and 
that, although it may bo perfected through experience, 
it does not require previous experience as a condition 
of its occurrence. These characteristics, collectively 
(and for the most part severally), are sufficient to 
distinguish instincts from impulses. On Professor 
Jameses definition it is unnecessary to draw this 
distinction at all. 

He proposes, however, to consider an emotion as 
almost indistinguishable from an instinct. The ex- 
pressions of the two are almost identical and, as we 
shall see, it is the awareness of the expression of 
• emotion which is the differentia of the total emotional 
state. ‘Instinctive reactions,’ he says, ‘and emotional 
expressions thus shade imperceptibly into each other. 

. . . Emotions, however, fall short of instincts, in 
that the emotional reaction usually terminates in the 
subject’s own body, whilst the instinctive reaction is 
apt to go farther and enter into practical relations 
with the exciting object.’ ^ 

James’s analysis of the emotional state is as follows : 

^ I¥indple8 of Psychology^ Tol ii p. 442* 
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Owing to the extreme range and variety of instincts, 
or, as we should say, of instinctive bodily reactions 
and impulses, an indefinite number of bodily changes 
may occur in connection with particular thoughts, 
and it is a universal law that consciousness is 
necessarily correlated with bodily movement. ‘ The 
whole neural organism, it will be remembered, is, 
physiologically considered, but a machine for con- 
verting stimuli into reactions; and the intellectual 
part of our life is knit up with the middle or central 
portion of the machine’s operations. . . . Every im-. 
pression which impinges on the incoming nerves 
produces some discharge down the outgoing ones, 
whether we be aware of it or not. Using sweeping 
terms and ignoring exceptions, wc might say that 
every possible feeling produces a movement, and that 
the movement is a movement of the entire organism, 
and of each and all its parts.’ ^ The whole organism, 
therefore, may be compared to an indefinitely complex 
and varied sounding board. When we consider its 
reactions, and to these we are restricted in the case of 
emotion, we have before us complex waves of ‘ somatic 
resonance.’ This somatic resonance is the crucial 
feature of his account of emotion, and its complexity 
is at least equal to the complexity of man’s emotions 
— the most complex of all his experiences. 

Now in any emotional state there is both an act 
of cognition and a feeling of this somatic resonance. 
We perceive some object and our emotions are aroused, • 
or we think of some idea associated with this object 
and the same result happens. On reflection, how- 
ever, we do not find that this perception or this idea 
differs from other perceptions or other ideas. Acts 
of cognition are, invariably, cold and neutral, whether 
they occur in a state which, as a whole, is emotionally 
tinged, or whether they do not. The differentia of 
emotion, accordingly, cannot be found in this element 

^ Prhw%plc$ of Psychology, voL lx* i>. 872. 
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of tlie emotional complex. James’s theory is that it 
belongs to the other. ‘ My theory is that the bodily 
changes follciw directly the perception of the exciting 
fact and that our feeling of the same changes as they 
occur is the emotion.' * ‘ The emotion, therefore, is, 

strictly speaking, a sort of sematimi. The emotions 
are sensational jirocesscs, processes due to inward 
currents due to physical happenings.’* And it is 
undeniable, not only that there is this somatic re- 
sonance, but also that it is felt, obscurely or acutely, 
the moment it occurs. ‘Our whole cubic capacity 
is sensibly alive ; and each morsel of it contributes 
its pulsations of feeling, dim or sharp, pleasant, pain- 
ful or dubious, to that sense of personality that every 
one of us unfailingly carries with him. It is surprising 
what little items give accent to these coruplc.xos of 
sensibility. When worne<l by any slight trouble, 
one may find that the focus of one’s bodily (jonscious- 
ness is the contraction, often quite inconsiderable, of 
the eyes and brows. When momentarily embarrassed, 
it is sometliing in the pharynx tliat compels either a 
swallow, a clearing of the throaii, or a slight cough ; 
and so on for as many more instances as might be 
named.’* 

Although there is a ilifForence between the older 
and the more recent treatment of emotion, it would 
be false to suppose that most modern psyc.hologists 
agree with James. On the contrary, tlie balanc.o of 
. authority is against him. But his fritmds and his 
foes both admit that the sensational elements to 
which he accords so much prominence are really 
important and profoundly important constituents 
of the total emotional state. His opponents, how- 
ever, argue, like Professor Stout in his Manual of 
Psychology,^ that James’s argument ‘lacks logical 
stringency.’ lie rests his case upon the assertion 
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that without the somatic resonance there would 
be no emotion, and it no more follows that the 
resonance is the emotion than that a m«an’s vision is 
his spectacles because he cannot see without them. 
That criticism is unfair because James’s argument 
does not require logical stringency. It is not a logical 
demonstration, but primarily an appeal to intro- 
spection, and it should be met on this ground. I 
shall, accordingly, avoid other arguments, some of 
which appear , to me sound, and others mere mis- 
understandings. 

Let us take the point raised in the last quotation 
from the Principles of Psychology. It is probably 
true that there is a contraction of the eyes and brows 
when we are annoyed, and that we feel something in 
the pharynx when momentarily embarrassed. But we 
are not usually aware of these facts until our attention 
is drawn to them. They may conceivably be felt 
obscurely, but certainly not acutely. At the same 
time the annoyance or the embarrassment is felt 
acutely and is certainly a real state of feeliug, not 
merely a cold and neutral intellectual apprehension. 
This, I think, is obvious on reflection, and I cannot 
find, in my own case at least, that the result of the 
analysis is appreciably altered by the remembrance 
that the contraction of the eyes and brows is not the 
whole of the somatic resonance in question. 

It is true that James’s account refers primarily to 
the coarser emotions, but even in their case it is. 
possible to detect the same difterence. Fear is 
accompanied by dryness of the mouth, by goose flesh, 
by altered circulation, and so forth. But it will be 
found that we are frequently aware of these before 
we are really afraid, just as we also find that these 
manifestations may continue long after the psychical 
excitement has passed. Although, then, the bodily 
sensations and the psychical feelings are blended 
together and frequently indistinguish^le, still, in the 
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main, we can distinguish the two oven in those cases 

• which are most favourable to James’s case. 

The attMitivo reader of the Frinci^dcs of 
Psychology cannot fail to notice that J amos habitu- 
ally supposovs consciousness to bo synonymous with 
cognition. On that assumption there is no other 
analysis open to him than the one ho actually adopts. 
The emotional state is certainly not merely cognitive, 
and therefore the differentia of emotion must be 
sought elsewhere. If that differentia cannot be 
found in consciousness, organic sensation is clearly its 
probable source, especially when the concomitance of 
organic sensation with emotion, and its relevance for 
emotion, can be demonstrated. But if consciousness 
and cognition are not synonymous, the burden of 
proof rests with James, and he lias not examined 
that burden fully. His most characteristic arguments 
with regard to activity are open to the same criticism, 
but it is convenient to consider the distinction between 
psychical and physical pain,’ before proceeding to the 
question whether activity is really bodily and nothing 
else. The question of the distinction between pain 
as a psychical experience and as an organic sensation 
ought to be decided by reference to two character- 
istics : (1) whether there is localisation within the 
body ; (2) whether there is conscious reference to an 
object. If the former, then the reference is to sensa- 
tions which are objects of the internal sense but no 

• more parts of the self than any other presentations, 
and are * in mind ’ only in Berkeley’s sense, if at all. 
If the latter, the reference is to experiences proper. 

Analysis in this question is certainly difficult. 
Tliero seems a balance of probability that pain spots 
exist on the surface of the body, in the same sense 
as spots peculiarly sensitive to heat or cold, although 
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one possible analysis is that pain is always psychical, 
but so intimately connected with certain bodily 
sensations that it is localised where they.are localised. 
The localisation would, in this case, be an error, but 
it would be an error most incident to psychology, 
‘It is through the character of the accompanying 
sensation that we are able to distinguish different 
kinds of organic pain and pleasure. Thus we dis- 
criminate frbm each other stinging, piercing, gnawing, 
crushing, beating, shooting and other innumerable 
kinds of pain. ’ ^ These characteristics are undoubtedly 
physical, and the class of pains which is relevant in 
this connection is so intimately bound up with them 
and so definitely localised, that the presumption is 
that the pain also is as much a matter of sensation 
or perception as its features of shooting or burning. 
On the other hand, aesthetic pleasures, and the like, 
are not localised in the body, and seem to refer to an 
object, although this latter characteristic has not been 
sufficiently discussed hitherto. The pain which is a sen- 
sation cannot bo said to refer to an object in any sense. 

The very fact that the question can be raised 
shows how kindred in nature and similar in effects 
certain psychical feelings and certain states of the 
body are, and it is because of this blending and this 
similarity that there is so much truth in Deseartes’s- 
position. Descartes had reason for maintaining that 
the relation of a man to his body is something sui 
generis, something ho may naturally believe a part, 
of himself. The facts previously adduced show this 
clearly, and when we remember also that the body is 
a constant seat of interest, a constant instrument for 
action, we see, more and more clearly, the reasons 
which determine the plain man to adopt the view 
he does. Some bodily sensations are very like real 

^ Stout, Mamml of Psychology ^ p. 226* (Tho roforenco^, hero and else- 
whero, are always to tlie first edition, unless otherwise stated ; and any 
difference between the editions is noted.) 
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psychical feeliugs. Moreover, they are usually much 
alike in the way they influence conduct. The 
philosopher w quite as impatient of toothache as ho 
is of tlic pain of a contradiction. He is thwarted by 
both in a way that pierces his being, and although, if 
he is strong in will, he can dismiss either for a brief 
space, ho is impelled to seek every means in his power 
to bring the unsatisfactory state of affairs to an end. 

Let us consider some other ways in which bodily 
sensations are apt to be confused with psychical 
experiences, and so with the self. In the tangled 
mass of evidence relating to alternation and dissociation 
of personality, one fact stands out clear and indis- 
putable. The principal factor whicli leads to such 
disintegration is not merely a change in emotion and 
mood, l)ut the organic- Honsations coniuic-ted witli it. 
I-iOHS of sight or hearing does not have tins eflbet, nor 
do hallucinations except when conjoined with c.hangcs 
in c-ocnaosthesia Jind organic tone, n’he attentive 
student of the Beauchamp case ‘ will liavo noticed 
this fact in every one of Miss Bcamihamp’s alternating 
pliases, as also in her distinction from ‘Sally.’ As 
this evidence falls for more detailed consideration in 
a later chapter, it need not he fully considered here. 
It is enough to remind the reader of the connection 
between the various personalities in the case of Louis 
Vivb, and the various degrees of the anaesthesia of 
their common body, or to ask him to consider those 
•eases which led M. Ribot to formulate his ‘colotiial’ 
theory of the self.’-* In such instances (occasionally) 
there seems to be a contradiction, ’riie subject 
d<‘.c.lares that he knows that he has become a different 
person. But even a normal sulyect is apt to con- 
tradict himself, and the only inference is that the 
subject, in these instances, seizes upon a feature 
which he is wont to consider an important, or the 



Ill 


71 


THE SELF AND THE BODY 

most important, part of himself, viz. a certain con- 
tinuous tone of bodily sensation. When that oscillates 
between two states which have each a characteristic 
coherence and continuity of its own, then the subject 
is at a loss. He retains his memory, but an 
essential part of what he is accustomed to call him- 
self has suddenly disappeared. And therefore he 
contradicts himself. It is far more important to 
discover the grounds of this contradiction than simply 
to point it out. And in those cases of hysteria in 
which various apparently different personalities refer 
to one another as Vautre, or Vidiot, or le scddrat, 
there is, at least, no contradiction. 

Professor James’s account of the nature of personal 
identity relied chiefly upon this class of facta. He 
was certainly iu error when he assumed that the 
question of the nature of the pure ego was the same 
as that of the nature of personal identity. Tlie ‘ pure 
ego,’ if it exists, is nearer of kin to the ‘spiritual self,’ 
although hardly in the sense in which he uses that 
term. This, however, does not necessarily affect the 
accuracy of his analysis of personal identity, which he 
states as follows. 

A Judgment about personal identity is logically 
on the same plane as any other judgment of identity. 
As in any other instance, the judgment refers to the 
identity of the object about which it is made. What 
is identical is not an act of appropriation, but that 
which is appropriated. The object of this thought, 
that which it consciously appropriates, must be part ot 
the empirical self, and the nucleus of this self is feeling. 
Thought (James argues against the associationists) 
is not itself a presentation, and personal identity 
must be sought in the identity of those presentations 
which the thought appropriates as specifically its own. 
Certain bodily feelings are the most significant of such 
presentations, and form the real core of personal 
identity. It is the identity of these presentations, 
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ospeciallj^ortiio adjuHtmeiitH whudi acdonipiiny afllmia- 
tioii, deixial or eiiuoavour, that lurm tho only nort of 
activity which inla’ospectioji c-an diHcover. To npoak 
of the hloiitity of those prcHoiitatioiw is to speak of 
tho ‘ warmth and intinia<'.y,’ or tho * animal aroma/ 
which invariably editv^H to them. ‘ Warmth and 
intimacy loads us to the answer sought. For what- 
Gvor tho thought wo aro criticising ixiay think about 
its present self, that self comes to its a(jquaintance, 
or is actually felt, with warmth and intimacy. Of 
course this is tho case with tho bodily part of it ; wo 
feel the whole (jubic mass of our hotly all tho while, 
it gives us an increasing sonso t)f personal existence. 
Equally do wc feel tho " inner nucleus <»f the spiritual 
self,'’ either in tho shape of yon faint physiological 
adjustmcjits, or (adopting thex universal psychologitial 
bolicf) in that of tho pure activity of our thought 
taking place as such, ()ur remoter spiritual, material, 
and Hotiial selves, so far as tliey aro ronliHcd, tiomo also 
with a glow or a warmth; h>r the t!i<iuglit of them 
infallilxly brings stnno dogretx of organic emotion in 
the shape of (pdtikoued hoart-bcats, opprcsHcd breath- 
ing, or some other alteratum, evon though it Ihi 
a slight one, in tho general hodil)? tone.' ' I’his hH- 
importatit factor of ‘ warmt-li and intimacy ' is, there- 
fore, iibodili/ factor. It is bocauso of the evaporation 
of animal heat that the grown man feels that his life 
is foreign to that which ho lived when a <duld. • No 
sontiniont of his little body, of his emotions, of his 
psyehic strivings as they felt to liirn, (unnes up to 
contribute an clement of warmth ami intimacy to the 
narrative wo hear, and tho main boml of union with 
our present self thus iHsappoars.*'’’ 

It is true that personal identity, being tlie hlentity 
of a person, is logi(ially on tho same footing as any 
other sort of identity. It is true, also, tliat at least 

* r»/' t*» 

^ ihM, 
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the best starting-point for a discussion of personal 
identity is to be found in the identity of the self 
as it appears to introspection. But if Ijie previous 
argument holds, the body is not the self at all, and 
its aniihal aroma, however interesting and however 
profoundly connected with the life of the self, is not 
part of that life. ‘ Warmth and intimacy,’ then, if 
literally understood (and Professor James means it to 
be taken literally), is at most an indication of personal 
identity and not itself part of the person at any time. 
Moreover, James himself lays undue stress upon it, 
as 43 clearly implied in one of his examples. The 
psychic strivings of the child, his juvenile breaches 
of decorum and the like, have neither warmth nor 
intimacy when the child becomes a man. But the 
grown man, none the less, continues to believe that 
he is the same psychic centre which, twenty or more 
years before, teased his comrades and plagued his 
schoolmaster. And even if wo concede for the sake 
of argument that the body, or part of it, is part of 
the self, still wo must also maintain that personal 
identity includes more than a continued warmth and 
intimacy. What of the identity of cognition revealed 
by memory ? Do wo never remember cognitive and 
other experiences directly ? Do wo always base our 
remembrance, which is, and must bo, personal, upon 
this identity of animal aroma? There is another 
oversight in Professor James’s account. It is not very 
easy to reconcile the statement (p. 340) that ‘the , 
thought never is an object in its own hands’ with 
the careless grace with which the concluding paragraph 
of the chapter (p. 401) leaves the question entirely 
open whether or no ‘ we have any direct knowledge 
of thought as such.’ The problem, once more, is the 
possibility of introspection, and it is defective analysis 
on this point which has led James into error. He 
saw that psychical processes, or at .least processes of 
cognition, arc not primarily presentations or ‘objects,’ 
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aud he also perceived that; the attempt to discover 
tiie nature of personal identity implies the considera- 
tion of the hlentity of a certain kind of object in the 
same soiiho as in any^other casii of identity. But 
psychical processes, thougii not primarily objects but 
references to an object, may themselves be objects 
of another jwyelucal act. And if these psychical 
a(jts are not the sole constituents of the self, they are 
at any rate among its most important constituents, 
and their identity, accordingly, among the most im- 
portant questions to be discussed. 

A few words will suttice on the question of activity. 
According to James, if we ask what activity feels like, 
we find that it consists in a feeling of some bodily 
processes taking place, for the most part within the 
head. ‘The stJf of selves, when (iarcfully texanuned, 
is found to consist mainly of the colUadion of these 
peculiar nutiions in the head, or between the head 
and throat.’ This is the spiritual self, according to 
Jfimos, and if his ue-cuunt is true it. is hard to see 
why the consetii of mankind assigns the luxlily self 
to the bottom of the sciule of values and the spiritual 
self to the top. .lames mentioiiH the fact, and iloea 
not even protest.’ But the. experiemio of activity 
slimdd nut be (tonfused with these accompanying 
states of the body. Feelings of oUbrt may bo bodily, 
and HO may feelings of strain ; but tlu'sc are diiforent 
from psychical endeavour. Congenial work gives 
scope to much endeavour, but Jiot necessarily to 
approcialtlc ellbrt or appreciable Htrain, Effort and 
strain refer to the- overcoming of obstacles, not to the 
ilegrts* of endeavour. I shall tliscuss this tjuestion 
more fully later. At present it is sufticient to 
mention it. 

I liave sai<l enough to indicate which bodily pre- 
sentations arc frequently accounted parts of the self, 
and 1 agree that, in many instances, it is paradoxical 

^ Principles nf voL L |L 
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to deny that they are such parts. At the same time 
it seems clear that these sensations, the objects of 
the internal sense, stand on no different footing from 
other sensations, and, if that batrue, they ought not, 
to bo considered parts of the self They have no 
right to be considered parts or modifications of mind, 
and that is the crux of the question. They may be 
subjective, they may be analogous to feeling, they 
may be always present, their, absence may lead to 
doubt of the continuance of personal identity. All 
these considerations are irrelevant to the main point 
at issue. 

Although this chapter has already extended to 
too great length, it is necessary to mention two 
other points. First of all, there is the problem of 
the sense in which consciousness occupies position. 
Consciousness is not extended, but most men would 
consider that one self is irf a difierent place from 
another, and, to use Locke’s illustration, can ‘ travel 
in a coach from Oxford to London.’ There is 
nothing unnatural when Macaulay says of Byron 
that ‘ he (-arried his exhausted body and his wounded 
spirit to the Grecian camp.’ 1 was in Dresden, and 
am now in Paris. Would it seem equally natural to 
say, ‘ The physical body which I call mine, or have 
reason to believe is closely connected with my self, 
was in Dresden and is now in Paris ’ ? Is it not the 
plain, unvarnished truth that a given self is in a given 
place, and was not Mrs. Crisparkle right in asserting 
that ‘a man must be somewhere’? 

‘ To be in a place ’ (I quote from Ivotze) ‘ means 
simply and solely to exert action from that place and 
to experience the actions or effects that reach that 
place.’ ^ Or, again, ‘ Wherever there are elements 
with which the nature of the soul enables and compels 
us to interact, there it will be present and active ; 
wherever there is no such summons to action, there 

^ MdaphysiCf English translation; vol. iL p, 284* 
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it will not bo, or will appear not to bo/ ^ These stato- 
monls have frequently mot with assent, but do not 
seem true if,carofully considered. 1’o occupy position 
is one thing, to cxorciio causal influence quite another 
thing. It is perfectly conceivable that sumctliing 
should have position and yet should oxorc.iso no 
causal influence whatever, it is true that light docs 
work certain physical effects, but no contradic.tion 
is involved in supposing it not to do so, and yet, 
in ascribing position to it. Conversely, there is the 
theoretical possibility that some being, not in space, 
should exercise causal influence even upon beings 
who are.^ Let us suppose that God, at sundry times 
and in divers manners, has wrought miracles. I ioes 
it follow that Ho is in space ? 

There is a paradox which results from Lotsso’s 
tlieory.^ If the theory is true it follows that on 
parallolistic. theories, sirtco the solo giver or re<‘.eiver 
of H{)atial effects is the body, the mind cannot bo 
any whore. On intoractionist theories, on the contrary, 
since the inind has direct dynamical iufluojuio upon 
the brain ,if not upon the body at large, it would 
follow that the mind is extended ! 

If cognition m regarded as a liglit which sheds its 
beams without imparting or rocoivijig effects, thou it 
is true that cognition occupies the position of the 
object to which it refers, and a similar account might 
hold good of other experiences. In that case, if a man 
looked from the sands towards a lighthouse far out to 
sea, the ^ position of his mind would be the whole 
Htret(ih from his eyes to the lighthouse. But the 
fact that in such perception the body is a pivot, that 
if he turns round ho perceives not ocean but sjvnd, 
would bo enough to load to the reflection that the 
mind, in a special sense, has its al)od6 in the body. 
Moreover, certain acts of physical adjustment, which 
are phenomena of the internal souse, form the chief 

^ Mdniihy$ict Eiigli»h vol 289. 
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data for estimating the spatial position of objects. 
In short, if position must be assigned to conscious- 
ness, then the only possible course is to maintain 
that an experience occupies the .position of the whole 
range of objects to which it refers at any given time. 

It should never be localised in the brain, for that is 
only the instrument of consciousness. And if it be 
a paradox that consciousness may extend from the 
earth to the stars, because of the power of human 
vision, the paradox disappears on closer reflection. 
The range of, the other senses is very small, and in 
touch, the most important of them, extends only to 
the horizon of the sweep of the arm. The range of 
endeavour is similarly restricted to the body, so far 
as action is concerned. And many experiences, on 
this theory, occupy no position whatever, since they 
refer to the universal * or, perhaps, the imaginary. 
The complications, in fact, are so great that it is 
best to avoid them altogether. To ascribe position 
to consciousness is more metaphorical than useful. 

In the second place, there is a deeper problem still. 

It might seem, indeed, as if this whobe enquiry 
'had talcen a wrong direction. Why distinguish body 
from mind at all ? May not the living body be the 
self? This conjecture, under the form of the double- 
aspect or double-attribute theory, has always been 
considered, but certain modern writers maintain it 
in a new form, which does not seem identical with 
these theories or with materialism. Professor James . 
has written a powerful essay on the question, ‘ Does 
Oonsciousness exist ? ’ ^ and he argues that the word 
consciousness does not stand for an entity but only 
for a function. ‘ I could perfectly well define, with- 
out the notion of consciousness, what the knowing 
actually and practically amounts to — leading towards, 

, namely, and terminating — in percepts through a series 
of transitional experiences which the world supplies.’ “ 

^ E&$ay$ in Madioal Empiricismf pp. 1-88# ® Ibid, p# 26. 
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‘The I think which Kant Haiti must bo able to 
accompany all my objects, is the “ I breathe ” which 
actually tltyjs accompatiy them. There are other 
internal facts besides breathing (intra- cephalic 
muscular adjustments, etc., of which I have said a 
word in my larger Psychology), and these increase 
the assets of “ (sonaciouaness,” so far as the latter is 
subject to immediate perception ; but breath, which 
was over the original of “ spirit,” breath moving out- 
wards, between the glottis and the nostrils, is, I am 
persuaded, the essence out of which philosophers 
have constructed the entity known to them as con- 
sciousness. That entity is fictitious, while thoughts 
in the concrete are fully real. But thoughts in the 
concrete are made of the same stulf as thiugH are.’ ’ 
‘Chis view has an engaging simpli<iity, but it 
achieves this simplicity, at least in the form in whh'h 
it is stated by Professor James, by ignoring some 
fundamental distinctions. Consciousness is essentially 
reference to an object, but it docs not follow that 
anything which leads to or terminates in a {jercopt is 
eo ipso HVi^aro of that percept, or strives towards it, 
or feels with regard to iL If a derelict loads towards 
or terminates in a reef, the derelict is not therefore 
conscious. And if percept, by way of reply to this 
objection, bo distinguished from thing, what is this 
but the flat denial oi the truth of James’s contention ? 
No philosopher is constrained to construct either an 
‘entity’ consciousness or a ‘function’ consciousness 
out of such results. A percept is not an experience 
but an object of experience, and the world does not 
supply transitional experiences between percepts, 
while it does supply transitional percepts, I shall 
be told, no doubt, that this criticism is the product 
of plnloHopliical sophistication. In a world of pure 
experience the distinction between a conscious act 
and its object does not apply. The reply is obvious ; 

^ Msmi/s 7/1 MmUml S7» 
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unless the distinction exists there can be no experience 
at all* 

To avoid misunderstanding, it is necessary to state 
the precise conclusion of this chapter. The first and 
all-important consideration is that it is the essence 
of the self to be conscious, and consciousness is not 
an object, however localised and individualised, but 
an act of reference to an object, and the aim of the 
chapter was merely to follow this principle to its 
logical conclusions. Nearly any one would admit 
that the body is not the self, if he mean the jiody as 
it is known % the external senses, but it is otherwise 
if he includes the objects of the internal sense in its 
connotation. He certainly ought to do so, and I 
submit that, if he desires consistency, there is only 
one conclusion open to him. All that can be done by 
way of proof is to analyse the question carefully and 
in detail, and the distinctions, at all events, are worth 
drawing, whether or no the conclusion meets with 
dissent. 

There is no question of robbing ourselves, by 
psychological analysis, of something that clearly 
belongs to us of right. Our bodies belong to us, but 
they are not our actual selves. A man may rightly 
call his appearance his own, since it belongs to 
himself exclusively, even if it be coveted by others. 
But although it is his exclusive possession, it is not, 
therefore, a part of himself, and that is the respect in 
which it differs most profoundly from experiences. , 
And there is no question of the importance, or even 
the necessity, of the body to the self. It may be 
that a self must be embodied, and embodied in a 
distinct particular organism. That important tenet 
is quite consistent with the argument of this chapter. 
We may even agree with Professor James that ‘the 
body is the storm centre, the origin of co-ordinates, 
the constant place of stress in all the experience 
train. Everything circles round it, and is felt from 
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its point of view.’ * Tlio body is a constant centre 
of action, it is the constant focus of perception, and 
organic sopsations are the only ones constantly 
presotit to us. It is the cause of the subjectivity of 
our presentations, and thus goes far to diffbrontiato 
porsoTialitics. Those cotisidorations are enough to 
explain the confusion between the self and the body, 
especially on the intricate points which have been 
reviewed in this chapter. But to bo a cause of sub- 
jectivity is not to be a part of the self. 

^ Essaijsin p. 170 n. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SELE AS FEELING 

In this and the four succeeding chapters I shall deal 
with a set of questions which are somewhat difierent 
from those already discussed. The object of the pre- 
ceding chapters was principally to clear the ground, 
and- although the part of the general enquiry into 
which we are entering is, in a way, the amplification 
and the teat of what has previously been said, it also 
involves questions which have hitherto escaped 
notice. I have said enough at the close of the second 
chapter to indicate the general plan and purpose of 
this part of the subject, and to show why it is 
necessary to consider in detail the numerous and 
somewhat perplexing arguments which attempt to 
prove that the citadel of selfhood consists of some 
one particular class of experiences. The self, it may 
be said, is primarily a kriower, and all other elements 
in its composition, if there are any such, are depend- , 
eut upon its acts of knowledge. According to 
others, still more numerous, the essence of selfliood 
is its activity, and the proof of the primacy of will 
is at the same time an adequate account of the 
structure of the self. According to a third party 
the self radiates out from feeling, clings to feeling, 
exists because of its connection with a fundamental 
basis of feeling. 

There seems to be a consensus of opinion in favour 
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of one or other of the two latter views, or, possibly, 
in favour of the two conjointly. Take, for instance, 
the following passage from Professor Lipps : ‘ As ex- 
perience increases,’ he says, ‘ we separate, by gradual 
stages, what was originally an undivided unity, the 
content of the world and that of our personality or, 
more shortly, the world and the self. In this process 
the contents of direct self-feeling show themselves, 
more and more prominently, as the specific basis, or 
the specific kernel, of personality, or the self, and 
these are the feelings of pleasure or displeasure, of 
striving or resisting which accompany all other modes 
of psychical life. Rightly so ; for in them is found 
the direct meeting-point of consciousness with the 
relations of psychical contents to one another and to 
the whole life of the soul, f ifh the particular kind 
and the whole economy of these relations and, more 
generally, with our own private being, and not 
merely our peripheral existence. It is to the con- 
tents of this self-feeling that the consciousness of 
constraint belongs, a consciousness which judgments, 
oven more judgments of perception, carry with them.’ ' 
For purposes of clearness it is advisable to separate 
the question of feeling from that of striving, and I 
shall begin with feeling. 

I have already explained the sense in which I 
propose to use the term feeling, a sense which seems, 
in different ways, both narrower and broader than 
, that of Professor Lipps. It is narrower because it 
excludes striving and resistance. It is broader because 
it includes other feeling elements than those of 
pleasure and displeasure. Pleasure and displeasure, 
however, are regarded, not infrequently, as common 
constituents of all feeling, rather than as the whole 
stuff of feeling ; and no exception need be taken to 
this view provided that there is sufficient recognition 
of those neutral states which arc neither predomin- 

^ (Miiidtatmcfien d€$ Bfdmdeh&Mf pp* 408409. 
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antly pleasant nor predominantly painful. Any 
kind of excitement, any kind of emotion so far as 
that is psychical, in a word the whole affective side 
of consciousness, is best described as feeling. 

Although this meaning of the term is in conformity 
with the best psychological usage, it is hardly necessary 
to mention the serious ambiguity of the term ‘feeling.’ 
Tactual sensations of hardness, smoothness, and the 
like may be described as feeling, and even this sense 
of the word is not entirely irrelevant to the present 
question, since it is connected with some forms of the 
feeling of constraint. A more important ambiguity 
is that between bodily and psychical feeling. Even 
if the argument of the preceding chapter be accepted 
in the main, a lurking suspicion may still persist in 
the mind of the reader that the vital feelings are the 
nucleus of personality. As Jodi says, ‘Respiration, 
alimentation and sex, as well as mobility, refer not 
merely to complexes of sensations, but are the most 
primitive, the oldest, the specifically original needs 
not only of mankind, but also of the organic world in 
general.’ ^ These feelings are the origin of the idea of 
self, and of its distinction from soulless things. Nor 
does their importance cease when the earliest stages 
of development have passed. To feel fresh or tired, 
to feel well or ill, these surely are primarily feelings 
of the body, but they, and the moods which they 
induce, are, as it were, the tonicity of the self, its vital 
balance. Together they form that general feeling of 
bodily tone which we call coenaesthesia, a general 
mass of feeling which, because of its diffused generality, 
is at once fundamental to selfhood, and difficult to 
analyse precisely. 

There are two moments in this argument, the first 
being a proof from origin, the second an appeal to 
introspection, and the second supplements the first 
by showing that the nucleus of development persists, 

' ^ Zehrhuch der Psychologies Bd. 11, S, 29. 
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and that the self, as it rises in the scale of develop- 
ment, docs not climb over its own corpse. But the 
second montent of the argument has been met in the 
preceding chapter, and we must abide by our decision. 
The importance of these bodily feelings to the sense 
of continuous personality is not in dispute, and will 
be more fully illustrated in the sequel. But so far 
from being the nucleus of selfhood, they are not even 
parts of the self, and consequently the argument 
from origin is the only new one which enters in this 
connection. 

The question of the origin of the idea of self, and of 
its distinction from that whicli is not a self, is a very 
intricate one, and is, fortunately, not directly relevant 
to our present enquiry. While it is nc<^esHary to 
consider the development of the self, it need not bo 
necessary to consider the devolopinent of the idea of 
the self. The proiiess by whicdi men c.omo to under- 
stand the meaning of what actually exists, the long 
series of instructive errors which beset them before 
they' come to adequate comprehension, is fascinating 
enough, but is only relevant by way of illustration. 
That the first stage of this development treats the 
self as the body, and the second as some part of the 
body ; that the soul comes gradually to be regarded 
as a film, or a vapour, or a shade, and that those unsub- 
stantial beings must drink blood in order to be really 
alive — these and similar beliefs arc matter of history. 
And the gradual process by which these difibrent 
stages are reached is full of interest, though accounts 
of it arc speculative. But it is hardly necessary to 
l)oint out nowadays that an argument frovnh origin 
is, strictly speaking, only an argument about origin. 
It traces the path of development, and development, 
doubtless, requires some identity and some continuity. 
But no one can specify in advance the degree of 
identity and continuity, and it would he as logical to 
maintain that a chicken is the yolk of an egg because 
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it develops from that nucleus, as that the self is 
feeling because it develops from feeling. Indeed, as 
I have already said by implication, the jinference in 
this instance would be still more precarious. If the 
primitive self is feeling, then feeling may constitute 
a self, and the further question is only that of the 
precise continuity of the process of development. 
But all is altered when the question is that of the 
development of our knowledge of what the self is, 
and it is surely not absurd to maintain that, blindly 
groping, we seize on some elements connected with 
selfhood, and liable to be confused with it, instead of, 
from the first, discovering and clearly understanding 
the self as it really is. 

The argument from origin, then, is very likely to 
prove a mere tgrioratio elenchi, and there is no reason 
to suppose it otherwise in the ])resent instance. In 
the previous chapter I have explained the important 
analogies between bodily feeling and psychical feeling, 
and it is liardly surprising that these analogies should 
add (ionsiderable strength to this particular argument 
from origin. Only psychical feeling, however, is really 
relevant to the issue. It may be that bodily feelings 
are the chief conditions of psychical mood and tem- 
perament, and that the latter are the core of the self. 
That question will be discussed in due time. For the 
moment I desire to point out that the argument from 
origin may derive seeming plausibility from its use of 
that perplexing word ‘ feeling ’ in yet another sense. ■ 

Eeaders of Mr. Bradley know that when he speaks 
of feeling he means vague, indeterminate, marginal 
experience, too indefinite to be known or analysed. 
To the same purpose Croce argues that philosophers 
have no right to regard feeling as a distinctive part 
of spirit. ‘Feeling, in fact, has been the indeter- 
minate in the history of philosophy, or rather the not 
yet fully determined, the half-aeUrmined.’ ^ As he 

1 Philosophy of the PracUcali Englifih tranblation, p. 25, 



86 


PROBLEMS OF THE SELF 


OlIAI-- 


explains, with reference to one of the psychological 
uses of feeling, ‘ It has happened that, with various 
times and authors, all the most rudimentary, tenuous 
and evanescent manifestatioiis of the spirit have been 
called “feelings,” slight intuitions (or sensations as 
they are called) not yet transformed into perceptions, 
slight perceptions, slight tendencies and appetites, in 
fact all that forms, as it were, the base of the life of 
spirit.’^ This sense of feeling clearly supports the 
argument from origin, since development must pro- 
ceed from the indeterminate to the determinate. But 
the support is ambiguous. To argue that the self is 
feeling in the determinate sense, because it arises out 
of feeling in the indeterminate sense, is an obvious 
instance of a purely verbal fallacy. 

There are none, I suppose, who would draw this 
inference explicitly, but the nerve of the niforonco has 
not been without influence. It is plain, of course, 
that indeterminate experiences are .either indeter- 
minate feelings, endeavours and (iognitions, or else 
that they are too indeterminate to permit any such 
distinction to be drawn. If the former, there is no 
reason to hold that the developed self is more dis- 
tinctively a feeling entity than a willing or a knowing 
entity. If the latter, the development to the self 
proceeds per saltum without any marked identity or 
continuity in its stages. That is possible; but it 
does not help the argument from origin, since it also 
permits of the interpretation that the self, and not 
merely the idea of self, may have developed from 
something which is not a self at all. Indeed, there 
is only one way in which this argument from the 
indeterminate supports the belief in the primacy of 
feeling. If it be true that indeterminate or marginal 
experiences can be seen by introspection to be 
(Qualitatively similar to developed feeling, in a sense 
in which they are not similar to developed conation 
^ Phitmophy if IM PrmUml^ English tmushifciou^ 
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or cognition, then, at least, the continuity between 
the original nucleus and feeling is noteworthy ; and 
that, I take it, is Mr. Bradley’s opinion. He speaks 
constantly of the ‘ felt mass, akin to pleasure and 
pain.’ But must this analysis be true ? It is plain 
tliat aesthetic feelings, at any rate, are as definite, 
as developed and- as specifically directed as the 
cognitions or the endeavours correlated with them; 
and the same is true of love, hate, sympathy and 
other feelings. Our strongest feelings, perhaps, are 
connected with organic sensations, but the feelings 
are not more indeterminate than these sensations 
themselves. Perhaps, however, it is hopeless to look 
for agreement when a term may be used in so many 
distinct senses. All that I can say is that I cannot 
find any introspective evidence of analogy in this 
respect. 

When it is maintained that psychical feeling is 
the core of selfhood, the burden of the argument is 
usually that feeling either is, or is the index to, the 
only kind of experience which characterises the private 
and peculiar domain of self. Most of us would admit 
that our feelings are the most intimately personal of 
our experiences. We might assent to the theory that 
our acts of knowledge are but instances of the universal 
mind thinking within us ; we might be driven to the 
view, albeit reluctantly, that our striving is but the 
activity of a cosmic force that envelops and impels 
us, but we should have much greater difficulty in 
admitting that our feelings are not our very own. * 
The Cosmos may think for us, and act through us, 
but we feel our own feelings in its despite. 

This argument purports to be founded upon a 
direct analysis of the nature of feeling. Indeed, 
it implies the theory that feeling is ‘subjectively 
subjective,’ to use Hamilton’s terms, and it is 
necessary to consider this analysis with greater 
care than the earlier sketch permitted. Hamilton’s 
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pFraso is lucid, if unattractive, and his discussion of 
the question is the more pertinent as his general view 
of the nature of the tripartite division of mind agrees 
broadly with that of this essay, and his use of the 
word feeling, although he restricts it to pleasure and 
pain, comes much closer to ours than some other uses 
which have been mentioned in this chapter. 

Hamilton believes that feeling plays a part in the 
life of the self which is intermediate between cognition 
and endeavour. ‘ The mere cognition leaves us cold 
and unexcited ; the awakened feeling infuses warmth 
and life into us and our action ; it supplies action 
with an interest, and, without an interest, there is 
for us no voluntary action possible. Without the 
intervention of feeling the cognition stands divorced 
from the (sonation, and, apart irom fooling, all conscious 
endeavour after anything would be altogotlior iiuiom- 
prchcnsiblo.’ ' But Hamilton '<locs not bclicvo that 
feeling is a kind of reference to an object. ‘ In the 
phenomena of Peeling — the phenomena of lUeasure 
and Pain, — on the contrary, consciousnoss does not 
place the mental mo<lification or state [i.c. the object] 
before itself; it does not contcmjilato it apart — as 
separate from itself — but is, as it wore, fused into 
one. The peculiarity of Ifeeling, therefore, is that 
.'f there is nothing but what is subjcotivoly subjective ; 
there is no object different from self, — no objectification 
of any mode of self. Wo are, indeed, able to con- 
^ stitute our states of pain and pleasure into objects of 
* reflection, but in so far as they are objects of renec.tiou, 
they are not feelings, but only reflex cognitions of 
feelings.’ “ 

It must bo admitted that the essential reference 
to an object is less obvious in the case of feeling than 
in that of cognition or endeavour. That cognition 

^ Leckires on Metafhysios^ voL ii. p, 428* Tlio pa««ag<» quastioii ia 
quoted from Biuxtdo, but ntatos Hauuliou’B own viow» 
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involves reference to an object goes withoiit saying, 
and it is equally clear that striving involves an 
attitude towards an object. Feeling ,seems on a 
different plane. It is not an attitude towards an 
object but the way in which tlie subject is affected 
by the objoc.t. Now if the meaning of this last state- 
ment were only that the object causes feeling, then 
it would in the first place be false, and in the second 
would not prove any conscious reference to an object. 
We may and do experience both grief and joy at the 
fate of fictitious characters in a novel, and these, in 
any ordinary sense of the word causation, could not 
cause anything. Similarly, some totally irrelevant 
circumstance may bo the cause of very real feelings. 

A teacher may bo annoyed witli liis pupils because 
he has missed his breakfast, but he is, none the less, 
really annoyed. 

To say, then, that the attitude of feeling is the 
way in which the subjoiff is affected by an object 
docs not moan that the object causes this feeling but 
refers to tlie way in which the subject is consciously 
affected. It is the receptive attitude of the subject 
in respect to the object, and therefore would seem to 
imply reference to the object. Another analysis, 
however, is possible. To say that the subject is con- 
sciously affected in feeling is to say that feeling is 
the attitude in which the subject is affected when 
and because he is conscious of an object, and this 
statement is perfectly compatible with the view that * 
there is direct reference to an object only in cognition 
and endeavour. To decide between these views on 
introspective grounds is exceedingly difficult, but 
there are no other grounds on which the question 
can be decided. Both theories can account equally 
well for the part which feeling plays in psychical life. 
Indeed it might be possible to maintain that feeling, 
cognition and endeavour are not really distinguishable 
elements in the life of the self, but only distinguish- 
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able aspects of a single psycliical process. But this 
theory is only tenable if it is possible for one ‘ aspect ’ 
to predominate, in certain cases and not in others, 
over another ‘aspect.' If, however, the ‘three 
aspect ' theory is possible, there is no reason whatever 
why every aspect should refer directly to an object, 
even granting that they are all concerned with an 
object. 

I do not say, then, that the interpretation of 
feeling as a reference to an object can be conclusively 
proved, but there are reasons for deciding in favour 
of that view. There are many instances in which it 
is the best explanation, and none in which there is 
any good reason to deny its possibility. Pleasure 
and pain seem at first sight to support Hamilton’s 
analysis. In examining them we frequently fail to 
find a reference to an object, in any sense which could 
not be explained on this theory. But there are other 
instances in which his analysis is, to say the least, 
forced and unnatural. I have already mentioned the 
case of aesthetic feelings, and I may mention other 
instances. If 1 am pleased with Tony Weller and 
bored with Mark Tapley, if I love Colonel Newcome 
and hate his nephew Barnes, I cannot help thinking 
that my feelings have a direct reference to these 
gentlemen. There are other cases, certainly, in which 
this reference is less marked, but none in which it 
may not be supposed to hold, and in the instances 
. of love, and hate, and desire and many other forms 
of excitement, this reference is so marked as to bo 
compelling. Yet these are all attitudes of feeling, 
desire no less than the rest of them. Conclusive 
proof may be impossible, but the balance of evidence 
is against Hamilton, not for him. And there are 
some who not only disagree with Hamilton but find 
the contradictory of his view to be self-evident. 

‘ Pleasure,’ says Husserl,’^ * is unthinkable without an 

^ Zogischc UnUrsudmngen^ B(L IL S, 308. Of. the whole passage. 



IV 


91 


THE SELF AS FEELING 

object in which pleasure is taken . . , and this 
because the specific nature of pleasure involves the 
relation to the pleasant object. In the same way 
the experience of conviction is impossible’ unless there 
is Boniothiiig of which we are convinced.’ 

If, then, feeling be a reference to an object, as 
other experiences are, it is hard to suppose that it is 
a private possession in any sense in which they are 
not.' And this conclusion, so far from being para- 
doxical, is the plain verdict of ordinary reflection. 
Our acts of knowledge and our acts of will are our 
own. No one can resolve for us, no one can supply 
us with, understandings. Two men may think of the 
same thing, but they are not, therefore, identical 
beings oven in respect to that thought. The objects 
may be the same, but the acts of cognitive reference 
to them are not the same. I do not see that it is 
necessary to labour this point. It could not be dis- 
puted except by overthrowing the whole analysis of 
experiences on which this essay proceeds. The more 
wo reflect, the more we come to see the co-ordinate 
necessity of all three elements of mind. No doubt 
the fact that all are necessary does not in itself prove 
that all are equally important, and therefore it is 
necessary to examine the claims of each of them 
for predominance. But, so far as the argument has 
gone, there is no ground for assigning this predomin- 
ance to feeling, even in respect of its private and 
particular character. Feeling may be the usual index . 
of such particularity in the self, but it is not, 
intrinsically, more obviously ‘ours’ than other ex- 
periences. Are not a man’s acts of memory, of 
association, of judgment, as characteristic of him as 
his feelings ? Is not the difference in this respect a 
fair criterion of the diflferonces of personality ? And 
does not the same account hold good of his efforts, 
and aims, and endeavours ? 

It is probable that the sense of ‘feeling’ which 
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identifies it with organic senHations (including 
kinacsthetio sensations) is chiefly rospouaihle for this 
argument a^ well as for its predecessor. Husserl, for 
instaiKiC, who denies, as we have seen, that psychical 
feeling is subjectively subjective, is prepared to admit, 
in the same passage, tluit physical feelings probably 
are. And there is no need to dispute such a theory. 
Organic sensations are peculiar to the individual 
subject, and it would be misspent subtlety to argue 
the point further. Indeed it is clear from the argu- 
ment of the previous chapter that organic sensations 
are specially apt to be confused with the self because 
they are more distinctively subjective than any 
other sensations. Let it be so. The conclusion is 
irrelevant to the present question. 

The doctrine that the self should be defined by . 
interest is a variant of the same theory, and rc(iuires 
fuller mention than it has received hitherto in this 
discussion. It is, of course, totally incapable of 
affording an exact definition of selfliood. The self 
does not consist merely of interest, however widely 
that term bo employed. There are (‘.haracdoristic ex- 
periences which are not interest at all, and if the self 
be something over and above its experiences, then 
it is also above and beyond that partiimlar class of 
experiences which we call interest. Similarly many 
things in wlu<‘.h wo are interested arc by no means 
parts of ourselves. If Torquemada was interested in 
. his victims, his interest would have been rather 
different had they been parts of himself. It may bo 
argued, however, that if wo speak of an object as 
ours wo moan, unless we are lawyers, that it interests 
us. One man directs his attention to poetry, another 
to philosophy, a third to engineering. Each makes 
theso_ objects his own, and the reason is that these 
different things appeal to him in a special sense. Plis 
individual preferences are the root of his selection, 
and the nature of the self is best seen in the things 
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it HcleotH, Because the self is revealed in its selection, 
its most distinctive element is that which determines 
this selection. 

dlic contention may be true enough, but it fails to 
prove the point in dispute. Feeling is the way m 
which the subject is aJlccted by the objects presented 
to him, and this, in its turn, determines his reactions 
towards them. But the reactions themselves are 
just as cliaracteristic of the self as its feelings, and 
neither is more characteristic than the cognition 
which guides and informs them both. King Lear 
loved Goueril and Began when he divided his kingdom 
between them, and he was offended with Cordelia. 
His feelings and Ids actions were both characteristic 
of the man, but nob less characteristic was his lack of 
foresight aiul wimlom. He was old and venerable, 
but very far from wise. When ho knew more he 
loved Cordelia only,_ Feeling is not the only relevant 
feature of the case, it is symptomatic of the degree of 
a man’s knowledge of the nature of tlio object which 
excites it. Feeling and interest nuiy, and do, indicate 
a special relation to the self, but any other of the 
priucipal classes of experiences rnight serve this 
purpose cijually well. 

Finally, in this connection, we may mention the 
argument that we find ourselves as wo really are in 
tho.se more prolonged trains of feeling which are 
called moods. There are certain moods in which we 
sink within ourselves to the neglect of the outside* 
world. Wo are aware of the voice of the singer, the 
strains of the necompanimont, the hall, the audience. 
But these things seem to drag us from ourselves. 
They are loss to us than the private internal mood of 
mere enjoyment, and that is where we should look 
for the essence of the self. When we are released 
from the tyranny of the world, and from the efforts 
and attention it requires of us, we become ourselves, 
and it is clear that in these eases the mood itself- 



94 


OHAP. 


PEOBLEMS OF THE SELF 

determines the chain of thoughts, associations and 
desires, even if these moods are more than half 
compact of Jbodily feeling. So runs the argument; 
and I do not wish to renew the discussion whether 
feeling, or trains of feeling, are, in an unusual degree, 
private and particular. I have tried to showreasons to 
the contrary, but let us grant their insuflSciency. Even 
if feelings are distinctively private and particular, it 
does not follow that they are the most fundamental 
parts of the self. That would only be the right 
conclusion if the self is real precisely in proportion as 
it can detach itself from all else and creep within its 
own shell, and this is not the true account of human 
personality. Are the men whose lives radiate out 
towards other things and other persons less really 
selves than those who try to shrink into some un- 
approachable crevice of private being? Surely the 
facts are otherwise. To understand the self it is best 
to go outside it and consider its influence and the 
range of things which it contemplates. To argue that 
these ought not to count, or ought not to count very 
much, is like arguing that the most essential parts of 
a lighthouse are those which are not constructed for 
the diffusion of light. 

It remains to consider the most important argu- 
ment of all,' and that is found in Mr, Bradley’s 
illuminating discussion of the meanings and the 
reality of self.^ No two chapters have done more, or 
•are likely to do more, towards unveiling the obscurity 
of the subject than these. Their interest and their 
value have compelled attention to the problem, and 
neither the interest nor the value is lessened by the 
fact that the theory does not commend itself to 
every one. It is therefore in no spirit of mere con- 
tentiousness that I should like to give some reasons 
for dissenting from Mr, Bradley’s conclusions. 

The principal merit of Mr. Bradley’s analysis is 

^ Apimmnee MealUy^ Bk I, chapters ix. and x* 
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that he insists on a precise answer to a proihso 
question. ‘ The fact of one’s own existence, in some 
sense, is quite beyond doubt.’ ^ But in, what seiists 
precisely ? And ho distinguishes a number of mean- 
ings, most of which are iua<lequate. 

The self cannot be the body, in any ordinary sense 
of these words; and its essence can never be discovered 
by the mere consideration of ‘ the total filling of the 
man’s soul at this or that moment.’ This, of course, 
must be admitted, but such inspection need not be so 
valueless as Mr. Bradley supposes. For in this in- 
spection we may distinguish psychical acts of reference 
from the objects to which they refer, and may restrict 
our further enquiry to these acts alone. Buc.h a 
mode of procedure, however, wouhl bo iinpoasiblo for 
Mr. Bradley. He would refuse to draw the distinction 
in this sense, or to regard the acts as mental and the 
objects as non-mental. It is solf-ovidout to him that 
nothing can exist except Experience, ami ho interprets 
this as meaning that act and objett cannot bo <‘on- 
sidered distinct oxiatonces, but only momentH in a 
whole. 

But although Mr. Bradley rejects such an atmlysis, 
he eventually arrives at something similar. His 
reasons for doing so, however, dopemi itjton the 
rejection of certain other possibilitios, and it is 
necessary to consider his reasons for that rtnjecl.ion, 
Since the self is a <!ontiuaous unity, ho argues that 
it is impossible to discover its ossentio by analysis ' 
of any given state, and that there is no constant 
average mass of experien<-e wbic.h deserves to be (‘ailed 
the essencje of the self because it (done is present in 
its totality at any given moment of the existence of 
that self. This typo of problem will occupy us later. 
At the moment it is enough to assent to Mr. Bradley’s 
argument that any such constant average remaining 
identical ‘ from the cradle to the colHn ’ would he 

^ Appmramn ami |u 7il* 
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such a pitiful residuum that no one could dare to 
call it a self. And in the same way there is no inner 
nucleus of foenaesthesia, or the like, which is more 
than a wretched fraction or a poor atom. Nor does 
the supposition of a monadic pure ego appreciably 
alter the case. ‘ If the monad stands aloof, either 
with no character at all or a private character 
apart, then it may be a fine thing in itself, but it is 
mere mockery to call it the self of a man.’ ^ Nor 
should the self be defined as that in which interest 
is felt. 

Mr. Bradley argues that if these theories are 
rejected, the problem must be regarded in a different 
light, and the proceeding which promises best is the 
distinction between subject and object, between self 
and iiot-self. This relation is either theoretical or 
practical : theoretical in the case of perception or 
intelligence, practical in that of desire or will. Mr. 
Bradley, then, after a process of elimination, seems 
driven to attack the problem on the lines we adopted 
in our second chapter, and the chief difference, it 
might seem, is that he has refused to include feeling, 
in any sense, among the experiences which refer to 
an object. We shall find, however, that his analysis 
differs radically from ours, and that he maintains that 
feeling, in his sense, not in ours, is the sole constituent 
of the subject side of the subject-object relation. 

In any given ease, Mr. Bradley proceeds, both of 
the terms which enter into the subject-object relation 
have definite contents. But when we consider either 
term we cannot say that it is such that it must in- 
variably be subject or invariably object. Thus we 
have reason to believe that the subject -term can 
always be made an object, or, at least, we cannot 
specify the exceptions and we know them to be few. 
The most intimate features of the subject-term at any 
given moment may be set before the self at any other 

* Appearmice and JUalUy^ p, 87. 
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moment, may be considered as object, and so become 
part of the not -self at that moment. The same 
account holds of desire and volition. ‘As intro- 
spection discloses this or that feature irf ourselves, 
can we not wish that it were otherwise ? May not 
everything that we find Vrithin us be felt as a limit 
and as a not -self, against which we either do, or 
conceivably might, react ? ’ ^ And a similar argument 
holds of the object part of the relation. There is 
nothing in the object which cannot become part of 
the subject, or if there is anything, it is so trivial and 
unimportant that it may, for practical purposes, be 
neglected. When I direct my attention to some 
object I do not straightway pass out of all relation 
,to the object I attended to a moment before. What 
happens is that this object ceases to be an object and 
becomes part of the self. It passes into a general 
background of feeling from which it was detached as 
an explicit object, and to which it returns. ‘ And 
the fact of the matter seems this. The whole psy- 
chical mass, which fills the soul at any moment, is 
the self so far as this mass is only felt. So far, that 
is, as the mass is given together in one whole, and not 
■ divisible from the group which is especially connected 
with pleasure and pain, this entire whole is felt as 
self. But, on the other side, elements of content are 
distinguished from the mass, which therefore is, so 
far, the background against which perception takes 
place. But this relation of not-self to self does not 
destroy the old entire self. This is still the whole 
mass inside which the distinction and the relation 
falls.’ * 

It is clear that the meaning which Mr. Bradley 
attaches both to subject-term and to object-term is so 
fundamentally distinct from ours that a whole treatise 
on epistemology would be required to make thorough 
discussion possible. To speak of the object of know- 

1 Appearance mid MeahiPi p. 91. ^ Ib%d. p. 95. 
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ledge or will as a content which is now rendered 
explicit and opposed to the self, and anon becomes 
implicit and part of a felt mass akin to pleasure and 
pain, is to speak an entirely different language from 
that which has hitherto been employed in this essay. 
Any criticism, therefore, is* bound to appear inept, 
and yet Mr. Bradley’s theory is much too important to 
be passed over. 

But IS it not clear that we know the self too 
intimately for Mr. Bradley’s view to be true ? Let 
us consider our knowledge or our volitions at any 
particular moment. Is it an adequate analysis of 
either of these processes to say that a felt mass, akin 
to pleasure and pain, is somehow confronted with, or 
opposed to, an object ? How can we say that feeling 
knows or that feeling wills, and how can we avoid 
saying that the self knows and that the self wills ? 
It is true that Mr. Bradley, to bo consistent, is pre- 
cluded from telling us what feeling means. For if he 
could regard it as an object, he would drag it from 
its background, and the shock would be fatal. All 
we can know about it is that it is, and that it is 
indissolubly connected with pleasure and pain. Surely 
much of the task of psychology consists in analysing 
the different characteristics of knowing, willing and 
the like, and this from the point of view of the 
subject, not of the object. We know more than a 
background of feeling. We know psychology. 

To such an argumeht Mr. Bradley has a very 
obvious reply. ‘These arguments,’ he might say, 
‘ only refute mine by ignoring my meaning. W e know 
too much about the self to say that it is but a mass 
of feeling at any given moment. How ? By intro- 
spective analysis, and by that only. But my argument 
was that introspection is a kind of knowledge or 
perception. It is therefore aware of an object or not- 
self, and from this doom it cannot escape. Hence the 
objection is futile. The self is never an object.’ 
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We have already answered this by* implication. 
Acts of knowledge or acts of will are not primarily 
objects. They are primarily references to an object. 
To use Professor Alexander’s terminolo^, they are 
primarily enjoyed and not contemplated. It is false, 
however, to maintain that they can never be contem- 
plated. Introspection is just this contemplation, and, 
as we have already argued, there is no good reason 
for denying that introspection may succeed, i.e. that 
we may discover by introspection what experiences 
are in themselves. Certainly we may be mistaken 
about our experiences. Cognition is no more infallible 
in this respect than in any other. Everything is 
what it is, and is not some other thing. Similarly, 
experiences are what they are, and are nothing else. 
But we may fail to understand what experiences are, 
just as we may be unable to understand what other 
things are. Cognition of an experience is as liable to 
error as any other cognition. The whole question at 
issue is whether the object of cognition must be only 
an appearance. That is part of Mr. Bradley’s meta- 
physics, and his metaphysical system may be true 
for all we have shown to the contrary. But if it 
is permissible to neglect these ultimate points of 
epistemology (and they do not enter into the dis- 
cussion at the level at which Mr. Bradley conducts 
it in this place), we are entitled to maintain that 
when we consider the self as an object we are really 
considering it, and that acts’ of cognition when intro- 
spectively examined have distinct features and are 
not sunk in a mass of feeling, much less constituted 
by that mass. Indeed, it may very well be maintained 
that the introspective awareness of experiences is less 
likely to deal with mere appearance than, let us say, 
sense-perception is. "Why should not these experiences 
be real parts of mind as it is in itself ? 

The question is one of introspection, and, in the 
^ As Professor Alexander does. 
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last resort, of introspection only. It is agreed that 
there is always some content of mind other than the 
objects before it at any given time, but Mr. Bradley 
maintains 1;hat this content cannot be explicitly 
contemplated, or coherently described and analysed. 
It is true that an experience in vacuo is unthinkable. 
Every experience is united to its specific object, and 
would not be an experience unless it were so united ; 
but that does not affect the question of the nature 
of the experience when it is united to its object. 
Our argument has been that the contents of mind 
can be discovered by introspection, and can then be 
seen to be determinate. In that case the self cannot 
be mere feeling in Mr. Bradley’s sense ; and, plainly, 
it is not mere feeling in any other sense. 



CHAPTEE V 

THE SELF AS WILL 

The arguments in favour of tlie primacy of will are 
so varied and important that they require what may 
seem a disproportionate amount of space to be 
adequately treated. Indeed, they might very well 
have a whole volume devoted to them. In default 
of this, it will conduce to clearness if the subject is 
subdivided, and I propose to devote three separate 
chapters to its discussion. The first of these will be 
psychological in the main. The question, ‘ If the 
self is essentially will, what are the experiences in- 
volved ? ’ seems to me a prerequisite of any further 
enquiry. It will form the subject of this chapter, 
together with questions of mterpretation which arise 
immediately and directly from it. In the second of 
these chapters I shall consider the various' meanings 
of purpose. Perhaps the self should be defined as 
purposive, and, in any case, it will be found that . 
purpose and its implications are the chief warrant for 
maintaining, rightly or wrongly, that the self is will. 
The third chapter will deal with what, for want of a 
better name, may be called ‘The Primacy of the 
Practical Keason.’ It will refer to certam meta- 
physical arguments which have been prominent in 
the history of philosophy. 

To assert that the will is the essence of the self is 
as fam,iliar to Common Sense as it is to philosophers. 
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It is enough to give an illustration from that kindliest 
of works, Sir Walter Scott’s Journal : ‘ A touch of 
the morbus eruditorum. . . . Fighting with this fiend 
is not always the best way to conquer him. I have 
always found exercise and the open air better than 
reasoning. But such weather as is now without doors 
does not encourage la petite guerre, so we must give 
him battle in form, by letting both mind and body 
know that, supposing one the House of Commons 
and the other the House of Peers, my will is sovereign 
over both.’^ Truly, Sir Walter was an example of 
the predominance of will, if ever there was one, and 
not the less so at the period when he wrote these 
words. For it was then that he faced ruin boldly, 
and gave her the noblest of battles. It is natural to 
believe that tlie will is sovereign. It is not unusual 
to deny that its monarchy is limited. 

A word of explanation is necessary with regard 
to terminology. Hitherto I have used the word 
‘endeavour’ or, more rarely, ‘conation’ to express 
the genus of psychical facts which fall for dis- 
cussion here, and these, on the whole, are the best 
expressions for describing the active side of human 
consciousness. ‘ Will,’ strictly speaking, has a 
narrower denotation. It should mean volition or 
voluntary action. It implies conscious consent or 
resolve, and not only are many human actions in- 
voluntary or non-voluntary, but much seeking and 
striving lacks the specifically volitional element of 
resolve. This strict usage is, without a doubt, the 
correct one, but there is a broader usage in which the 
word ‘ will ’ is used to include, not only volition, but 
also any sort of endeavour or conation. The 
ambiguity is not usually very serious, and it is so 
firmly rooted that it requires at least lip service. I 
used the word ‘ will ’ in the broadest sense when I 
selected the title of this chapter, but I intend to give 

» Pp. 4B, 48. 



V 


THE SELF AS WILL 


103 


it that broad signification as seldom as possible, and, 
m the sequel, to distinguish it carefully from the 
other ‘ active ’ experiences which are relevant to this 
discussion. ' 

The concept of mental activity has probably 
excited more heated discussion among modern psycho- 
logists than any other. To some it is a ‘ scandal,' 
and to others merely an obvious fact. But even the 
acerbity of the discussion has some redeeming features ; 
it has forced the issue into rehef, and has begotten 
much searching and valuable analysis. ‘ Perhaps the 
most elaborate work ever done in descriptive psycho- 
logy has been the analysis by various recent writers 
of the more complex activity situations.’ ^ Accord- 
ingly it IS difficult, if not impossible, to say anything 
both new and important on the question, and 1 cannot 
hope, nor do I wish, to do more than cover the ground 
already traversed by others. But the question must 
be discussed in any serious attempt to grapple with 
the problems of the present essay or the ' present 
chapter. And therefore it must be faced now. 

There are three questions which excel all others 
in importance, from this point of view. The first 
is, ‘In what respects are certain experiences called 
active, and what are these experiences ? ’ In other 
words we must try to discover and to analyse the 
active elements of consciousness. And this might 
seem the sole aim of the present section. But a little 
reflection will show that two other questions are . 
forced upon us. It is necessary to ask not only what 
experiences are called active but whether they are 
rightly so called. Do we mean anything by calling 
them active and, if we do, can our meaning be in- 
telligently expressed 1 It is here that the ‘ scandal,’ 
if there is one, shows its ugly head. No one can 
reasonably object to analysis, but the explanation of 

^ James, Mssays on Madical EmpincUm, p. 163. The reader will fre- 
quently perceive my debt to this essay on the Expenenoe of Activity. 
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the analysis is quite a different matter, and the critics 
cry out in horror, not because there has been analysis, 
but because that analysis, though susceptible of divers 
interpretations, is straightway regarded as an oracle. 
We must, therefore, define our position in this 
respect also. And in the third place we must en- 
deavour to discriminate as accurately as pos.-.ib]e the 
various subdivisions of the- genus ‘ active experiences.’ 
For when it is said that the self is primarily will, the 
word ‘will’ IS often used ambiguously, and it is im- 
possible to conduct any argument until the meaning 
of the terms employed is made explicit. 

(1) The plain man would say that wherever any- 
thing happens, wherever change takes place, wherever 
there is anything doing, any life or any process, there 
activity in some sense is implied. But in saying so 
he certainly would not mean that every process and 
every change, just because it is a process or change, is 
necessarily active. He would recognise that some 
processes are active and others passive, and con- 
sequently his assertion would only mean that the 
existence of any process or change indicates the 
presence of something active somewhere. A man is 
drugged and murdered. He is not active, but the 
opiate and the murderer are. We can infer the 
presence of some activity somewhere from the events 
which happen in the most passive subject. 

Now when activity is regarded as an aspect of, or 
element in, experience, it is clear that there is re- 
ference to those facts in which activity, in the plain 
man’s sense, is somehow involved. There may be 
disputes concerning the ultimate meaning of the term, 
but the fact of the presence of change and process 
in psychical life is beyond all cavil. Every act of 
consciousness is a process, and the totality of these 
processes, as seen in the life of the self, flows cease- 
lessly through time. More than that : this change 
is experienced, and is not merely an inference. We 
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may infer change from the knowledge that one and 
the same thing has occupied diiferent positions or 
possessed different qualities at different times. But 
we may also perceive a body moving, or cKanging, and 
such changes are directly perceived, not merely inferred. 
There is a clear difference in the two cases, and it 
is only because change can be perceived in some 
instances that it can be inferred in others. Similarly 
we may merely infer a change in our psychical lives. 

A lover, meeting his mistress after an interval of 
time, may be surprised that she no longer attracts 
him, although she is, to all appearance, the same as 
she was, and so he may infer that he himself has 
changed. But he may also perceive conscious process 
going on, he may directly experience change in him- 
self, and therefore change, directly perceived, is an 
important and distinctive feature of mi n d. 

This, however, is a very small step in analysis. 
The perception of mental process indicates that there 
IS activity somewhere, but the activity, so far as the 
analysis goes, need not even be mental. The ex- 
periences in question might merely be passive, as 
many experiences are. It is necessary, therefore, to 
distinguish those perceived psychical processes which 
are active, from others which are passive or, like 
cognition, are neither active nor passive. Activity 
experiences are only one class of experiences. That 
is clear to introspection, and no other evidence is 
relevant. Some experiences feel active and others . 
passive, whether or not it is possible to define the 
meaning of activity or passivity precisely. Let us 
ask, then, whether it is possible to give an intelligible 
account of the experiences which we call active. The 
term activity may be a misnomer, but the experiences 
are real and can, perhaps, be analysed. 

There are certain concepts which may be employed 
for the description of activity experiences, and the 
chief of these are direction, initiation and immanent 
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causation or, as Mr. Bradley puts it, self-caused change. 
It is plain that these notions are, at least, relevant. 
Without the concept of direction activity would he 
meaningless? When we seek anything, strive after 
it, aim at or intend it, the very being of these pro- 
cesses is to be in some direction. This is more than 
the fact that all conation must be guided by some 
cognition, that ignoti nulla cwpido, that there is 
always some awareness of the end. It means that* 
the being of conation is to seek — something. It 
is, being directed. This, then, is a fundamental 
characteristic of activity experiences, but it is hardly 
sufficient to distinguish them. After all, every re- 
ference to an object is directed towards that object. 
It is the manner of the direction that counts. And 
the manner of the direction in the present case is 
just to seek or strive. 

In particular, it is not enough to say that the 
differentia of conation consists in the fact that ‘ the 
stream of consciousness feels its own current,’ ^ that it 
‘ is, eo ipso, experienced transition,’ “ or the like. To 
feel oneself moving, even in a certain direction, is not 
to feel active, and is not enough for activity. When 
the crew of a sinking ship experience a transition 
into the waters, they are not experiencing an active 
transition, and although the analogy of the stream 
may be useful, it also is insufficient. A stream has 
a source and it flows towards the sea, but it does not 
seek the sea, and it would not seek it even if, per 
impossibile, it were aware of its own current. It is 
possible to experience transition in a certain direction 
without any implication of conscious activity. The 
' obsession of an id^e fixe would tally exactly with the 
description. And we must be prepared to face the 
possibility that no description will really suffice, and 
that seeking is nothing but seeking. But descriptions. 


1 Stout, Analytic Psychology, vol. i. p. 160, 
« Ihid. p. 160. 
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none the less, have their value, and so the quest 
should not be abandoned at once. 

Let us turn to the concept of immanent causation, 
with the proviso already mentioned, i.e. tSat the con- 
cept IS regarded as nothing but a description of the 
differentia of activity experiences as they appear Jo 
introspection. Activity, perhaps, means self-caused 
change, and if, to return to the metaphor of the 
stream, we regard its current as driven by its own 
momentum, then it may be right to maintain that 
this sort of experienced transition is mental activity. 

It is clear, as Professor Stout has argued,^ that 
mental activity is, in one sense of the words, not 
merely immanent. Seeking and striving are active 
experiences, but they may, and usually do, involve 
a constant reference to external conditions, a constant 
conflict with obstacles which restrain, and a constant 
striving for a goal which is sought by the process but 
need not form any part of it. A man, for instance, 
may seek distinction among his fellows. It is they, 
and not he, who can accord this distinction, and their 
existence, their aims, their very whims and caprices, 
are the constant conditions of his striving. If im- 
manent is used as the contrary of transient, and this 
is how it ought to be used, then 'it is clear that 
activity experiences are not really immanent. It is 
unnecessary to add that activity experiences have 
little in commoli with the momentum or the inertia 
of a particle. 

The concept of immanence, however, is used in 
another sense when it is applied to psychical activity. 
It does not deny the forward or the outward reference 
of activity experiences. What it does mean to deny 
is causation a tergo. It is meant to be synonymous 
with self-initiation, and that is our meaning when, 
for instance, we speak of the freedom of the will, or 
distinguish activity from passivity. A process which 

^ Amlytic Psychology^ Book 11* chap. i. 
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initiates, or seems to initiate, will be called active, 
a process which depends upon the initiation of some- 
thing else will be called passive. Thus we may resolve 
to remember something which we have forgotten, and, 
for that purpose, give rein to the play of association 
in the fond hope that something will turn up to give 
us the clue we want. Only the experience which 
initiates, in this instance the resolve, is an activity 
experience. The rest depend upon it. 

This feature, characteristic of activity experiences, 
has been variously described as spontaneity or inde- 
termination, and, of course, appears to involve all 
the difficulties attaching to the freedom of the will, 
the adequacy of mechanism to account for bodily 
behaviour, and the like. But these difficulties need 
not disturb us at present. The question at issue now 
is merely one of introspection. Do we find this 
apparent feature of initiation when we introspect, 
and, if so, is it a characteristic common and peculiar 
to activity experiences ? The answer to this question 
is that activity is a characteristic of any experience 
which is called active. There is no mystery about 
the matter. We begin processes. We make fresh 
starts. And even if we repeat what w'e have done 
before we need not repeat it in a mechanical fashion. 
We may begin it again. The process does not roll 
on pushed by some extraneous impulse. We start 
it afrkh. We make up our minds, give it onxfiat, 
say ‘ let it be done.’ Here there is activity and 
initiation. And such experiences feel quite diflerent 
from those which ensue upon them. 

Initiation, then, is a fact which demands recognition, 
and is characteristic of some experiences and not of 
others. The pity is that its reality to introspection, 
and its precise meaning for, introspection, have been 
obscured by the introduction of irrelevant considera- 
tions. I may refer briefly to two such obscurities. 
In the first place, the presence or absence of repetition 
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is irrelevant. Eepetition is not necessarily unspiritual. 
Spirit, like other beings, may never repeat itself 
exactly, but would it be spirit if it never repeated 
itself at all % The fundamental fact is that we may 
begin again, and that when we begin again we really 
begin, even when and so far as there is repetition. If 
a Cabinet Minister resolves to bring in a bill, in 
precisely the form in which he introduced it before, 
the fact of repetition need not make any difference 
to his responsibility or his initiation. In the second 
place, initiation does not imply a rupture of connection 
with the past. It is, of course, compatible with the 
introspective evidence that the real and complete 
cause of an act of initiation may be the brain or the 
subconscious. These are not revealed to introspection, 
and consequently are irrelevant. But the more im- 
portant point is that initiation is not mere immanence, 
and does not imply discontinuity with those previous 
events which are so revealed. 

Now, whetlier it be 

Beatial oblivion, or some craven scruple 
Of thinking too precisely on the events 
A thought which, quarter’d, hath but one part wisdom 
And ever three parts cowaid, I do not know 
Why yet I live to say ‘ This thing’s to do ’ ; 

Biih I liave cause, and will, and strength, and means 
To do’t Examples gross as earth exhort me. 

Had Hamlet acted according to these exhortations, 
had his too precise thinking borne fruit in deeds, 
there is surely no question that his resolve would . 
have been connected with those thoughts and ex- 
hortations. And there is just as little question that 
he did not undertake this initiation, of action, which 
is surely a proof that the initiation of action is not 
identical with the motives towards it which throng 
into the m ind. Initiation is compatible with con- 
tinuity, and does not arise eaj nihilo. It is the 
moment of birth in the soul, and birth is a fresh 
start, rooted in the past. 
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We may fairly claim, tlien, that this characteristic 
of initiation is common to all activity experiences. 
It may he most obvious in resolve, but is also true of 
all seeking vt striving whether they involve conscious 
resolve or not. But it is not peculiar to activity ex- 
periences. It holds of adynamic experiences as well 
as of dynamic, it is as marked a characteristic of the 
assent of judgment as of the consent of will, and that 
is why the two are often confounded, as in Descartes’s 
theory of truth and error. If this initiation be the 
meaning of freedom, then the freedom of judgment 
is as important and as unmistakable as the freedom 
of will, and yet the two are not identical Accord- 
ingly, the differentia of activity experiences is still 
to seek, although some of their indispensable char- 
acteristics have been discovered. Seeking, striving, 
choosing, and the like, are the only activity experi- 
ences proper. They alone are dynamic without being 
passive, and the array of descriptive concepts we 
have mustered in the attempt to analyse activity 
apply to certain adynamic experiences also. Nothing 
except introspection can gauge the unanalysable 
residuum. 

This may seem a very meagre answer to our first 
question, but meagre as it is, it is sometimes disputed 
on psychological grounds. It will be well to notice 
some of the more important of these objections 
before proceeding to the second, and much more 
. difficult, question of interpretation. The first objection 
is familiar to all students of Berkeley.' ‘ Such is the 
nature of Spirit or that which acts, that it cannot be 
of itself perceived, but only by the effects which it 
produceth. If any man shall doubt of the truth of 
what is here delivered, let him but reflect and try if he 
can frame the idea of any power or active being. ... So 
far as I can see the words will, understanding, mind, 
soul, spirit do not stand for different ideas, or in 
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truth for any idea at all, but for something which is 
very different from ideas, and which, being an agent, 
cannot be like unto, or represented by, any idea what- 
soever.’ But Berkeley speedily saw that jhis position 
required modification, and in the second edition of 
his book he set to work to amend it. Though we 
have not an idea {i.e. a presentation) of soul, spirit 
or the operations of the mind, we have a ‘ notion ’ of 
them ‘ inasmuch as we know or understand the mean- 
ing of these words.’ These operations may be called 
‘ things ’ or ‘ beings,’ though not ideas. In our own 
case we comprehend them by ‘ inward feeling or re- 
flection ’ ; their existence in other minds is matter for 
inference. And he seems to give the case away in 
the Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous.^ ‘ My 
own mind and my own ideas I have an immediate 
knowledge of ; and, by the help of these, do mediately 
apprehend the possibility of the existence of other 
spirits and ideas.’ This cognition, he further informs 
us, is cognition ‘ by a reflex act.’ 

In its broad issues Berkeley’s original position was 
simply the denial of the possibility of direct intro- 
spection, and as this view has already been considered 
more than once, it need not be considered again. 
Berkeley’s special reason for maintaining his view, 
however, is (at least in form) somewhat different 
from Comte’s. According to Berkeley an idea is the 
object of knowledge and is passive, and any possible 
object of knowledge is passive. But activity, ex vi 
terminorvm, is active and therefore no active ex- 
perience, qua active, can ever be the object of know- 
ledge. But this analysis is fundamentally mistaken. 
Ideas of sense are perhaps passive since they come 
from a foreign source and bear the marks of their 
origin with them. But neither activity nor passivity 
play any part in the analysis of knowledge or per- 
ception. Knowledge is aware of its object, and this 

^ Dialogue ul, Fraaor's 4 vol. edition, rol, h p. 448. 
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awareness is neither active nor passive although 
activity of some sort and passivity of some sort may 
be implied among the conditions of the existence 
of knowledge. Accordingly, Berkeley’s dijSiculty is 
entirely manufactured, and he has not even succeeded 
in establishing a presumption in favour of the view 
that the activity element in experience is opaque to 
introspection. The object of knowledge need not be 
passive, and therefore there need not be any contra- 
diction in knowing an active experience as active. 
If such a contradiction existed it would also be fatal 
to Berkeley’s ‘notions.’ 

It must be admitted, however, that many of the 
‘ effects whiph it produces ’ are often erroneously 
ascribed to the concept of activity itself. When 
strain, e.g., is said to be a feature of activity there is 
an example of this confusion. Strain is essentially 
a sensation, and so, it seems to me, is effort. They 
are qualia of the conflict between the activity and 
the obstruction it encounters. Similarly the feeling 
of release from strain is also a sensation. It is not 
activity itself These sensations are bodily, and this 
fact introduces a very real difficulty into the analysis. 
In the main there is no greater difficulty in dis? 
tinguishing active experiences from collateral bodily 
accompaniments than in distinguishing assent or 
denial from a nod or a shake of the head. But in 
some cases the difficulty is considerable. It is often 
difficult, for instance, to distinguish psychical activity 
’ from the sense of unconstrained bodily movement. 
The reason for this is, I think, that our seeking and 
striving is usually directed towards change in the 
physical world and our bodies are our only constant 
instruments for effectmg such change. And from 
this point of view it is true to say, as Professor James 
does in a passage which I have already quoted in part, ^ 
that ‘the body is the storm centre, the origin of 

^ Esmys in Eadual Empiricism, p. 170» 
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co-ordmates, the constant place of stress in all that 
experience-tram. Everything circles round it and is 
felt from its point of view. The word “ I,” then, is 
primarily a noun of position, just like "'this” and 
“ here.” Activities attached to “ this ” position have 
prerogative emphasis, and, if activities have feelings, 
must be felt in a peculiar way.’ But it is false in 
fact that the body is invariably a centre of this sort. 
When a man sets himself to think out a problem in 
ethics, how is his body the centre of his action We 
can choose to do and strive to do things in which 
bodily movements have no place or, at any rate, no 
conscious place. And if we reflect carefully we shall 
find that the activity characteristics of choice or 
striving are in no way affected thereby. Hence the 
bodily sensations are only collateral accompaniments 
of activity and are not parts of its essence. 

A second objection takes the form of saying that 
introspection, carefully performed, shows no trace of 
any distinctive class of activity experiences. Thus, 
according to Professor Munsterberg,^ ‘ a special 
collection of sensations is just what we call will’ 
We find in every volition that ‘the clear conscious- 
ness of a certain presentation a is preceded by 
another state of consciousness which contains the 
presentation a as part of its content.’ ^ This view, 
Miinsterberg contends, is inevitable because the alter- 
native view of an Innervationsgefuhl can be proved 
to be worthless. And that would be true if there 
were no other alternative. There is no good evidence 
for the Innervationsgefuhl. James and Munsterberg 
have slain it.® 

Miinsterberg’s analysis would have been still more 
convinciiig had he expressed it thus : ‘ In every 

^ Die Willemhandlungj S. 96. The account in the author’s GrundzUge 
is different. 

« Ibid, p. 97. 

® See Munsterberg, %b%d, passim ; and James, Principles of Psychology ^ 
yol. 11 * pp. 494 ff. 
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instance of will the expectation, clear or obscure, of 
the posBession of a certain object, or of the actual 
experience of a certain sort of bodily sensation, 
invariably 'precedes that possession or that actual 
sensation. This fact of expectation, which may be 
erroneous, together with our experience of tlie con- 
tinuity of the transition in the cases in which it is 
not erroneous, is all that we mean by will,’ And he 
would add one further requisite. There must be a 
connection with our own bodies, and the presentation 
of their successive phases must be the perceived link 
between foretaste and reality. 

There are other variants of a similar doctrine. 
The theory of ideo-inotor action, for instance, is one 
of them. It, too, denies that there are any specific 
experiences of striving or willing. We think of 
rising from bed in the morning, and lo ! we have 
begun to dress, without knowing why or how. That 
is the whole psychology of the matter. Striving is 
analysed away. It is a blend of two factors, (1) the 
expectation of the result of certain processes due to 
previous experience or, perhaps, merely the thought 
of this result, and (2) a preference or liking ibr the 
result. And sometimes the irrelevant remark is 
added that seeking or striving cannot be an original 
element. We cannot want anything without know- 
ing that we like it, and without supposing that we 
have a chance of getting it, all of which presupposes 
previous experience. This contention may, or may 
not, be true, and it is very often disputed, but it is 
clearly impotent to prove that striving is not now 
a distinctive element of consciousness. 

If the appeal be to introspection, then to intro- 
spection let us go. Is it really possible to explain 
away the experiences of seeking, endeavour, or 
resolve in Mimsterberg’s fashion, or in any similar 
fashion? Surely the analysis omits an essential 
point. Do we not all drift frequently into situations 
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wh-ich we anticipate with pleasure and yet do ndt 
actively seek after ? In these cases all the elements 
of Munsterberg’s analysis enter, and yet there is no 
seeking. I have already said a good deaVin illustra- 
tion of this point, and shall have something to say 
at the close of the chapter, so further reiteration is 
useless. The experience of endeavour may be too 
ultimate to be adequately described, but at least it 
contains elements which are ignored in this description. 

(2) Let us pass to our second question. There 
are activity experiences. We can point them out 
if we cannot describe them completely. But are 
they really active? Do they really do anything, 
and, if so, what do they do, and how do they do it ? 
May not the real agent in the case be something 
behind the so-called activity experiences, just as a feel- 
ing of freedom may be due to an absence of tension ? 
Are the experiences to be taken at their face-value ? 
And what precisely does this face-value mean ? These 
are much more dijOEicult questions, but it is impossible 
to ignore them. 

They may be asked in a sense which is absurd 
and in a sense which is legitimate. If the question 
be, ‘ How does doing do 1 ’ or ‘ how does pulling pull ? ’ 
it is certainly absurd. To ask how pulling pulls is 
to ask for a precise analysis of the process of pulling. 
Otherwise it is mere nonsense. But the question 
may be put it a form which is legitimate. It is 
legitimate to ask whether these activity experiences 
are causes, and, if so, what they cause. And it is also 
legitimate to ask whether they are causes in some 
sense in which other experiences are not. Let us 
address ourselves to these questions. 

The problem of the meaning of causation is one 
of the most intricate, and one of the most disputed 
in metaphysics. For our present purposes it is 
enough to distinguish some of its principal inter- 
pretations. According to some authors the only 



116 


PEOBLEMS OP‘THE SELF 


OHAP. 


intelligible meaning of causality is that it states 
a rule of the succession of events in time so that 
inference from one set of events* to another set of 
events is jjossible. It is a principle of calculation 
(not merely of prediction) and it means nothing more. 
Nor is it used in any other sense in the sciences, e,.g. 
in dynamics. But many would contend that this 
doctrine robs causation of its real meaning. Causation 
must mean something more in order to be intelligible, 
and this additional element of meaning is sought in 
various directions. The principal attempts of this 
kind are two in number. The first seeks to connect 
causation with ground and consequence, the second 
appeals to the very experiences which wo are now 
considering. Activity, 'on the second view, is some- 
thing more ultimate than causation. We experience 
it in the self, and extend it by analogy or ‘ project ’ 
it into our conceptions of causation in other things. 
We may begin by considering Hume’s famous objec- 
tion to this latter contention. 

‘ It may be pretended,' ' he says, ‘ that the resist- 
ance which we meet with in bodies, obliging us 
frequently to exert our force and call up all our 
power, this gives us the idea of force and power. It 
is this rwms', or strong endeavour, of which we are 
conscious that is the original impression from which 
this idea is copied. But, first, we attribute power to 
a vast number of objects, where we never can suppose 
this resistance, or exertion of force to take place. 

. . . Secondly, this sentiment of an endeavour to 
overcome resistance has no known connection with 
any event ; what follows it we know by experience 
but could not know it a priori. It must, however, 
be confessed that the animal nisus which we experi- 
ence, though it can afford no accurate precise idea of 
power, enters very much into that vulgar, inaccurate 
idea, which is formed of it.’ And Hume also objects to 

^ Enquiry^ Solby-Bigge’s edition, footnote p 67, 
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the argument that we have an intuition of power in 
the case of voluntary action or, in other words, that 
we have only to raise an arm to understand causation, 
and so to refute the most astute dialectiaiJan/ ‘ We 
learn from anatomy that the immediate object of 
power in voluntary motion, is not the member itself 
which 18 moved, but certain muscles, and nerves, and 
animal spirits, and, perhaps, something still more 
minute and more unknown, through which the motion 
IS successively propagated, ere it can reach the 
member itself whose motion is the immediate object 
of volition.’ 

In his more elaborate discussion of causation in the 
Treatise Hume remarks that ‘the terms of efficacy, 
agency, power, force, energy, necessity, connexion and 
productive quality are all nearly synonymous,’ “ and 
he proceeds throughout on this assumption. If so, 
the first of his arguments is fully justified, and time 
has given it clearer proof. Dynamics, for instance, 
does not require the idea of force, although there are 
comparatively few who -would deny that it employs 
the idea of cause. But we cannot suppose that the 
experience of acting freely or of being constrained is 
in any way applicable to the behaviour of a particle. 
On the other hand, ‘ force,’ ‘ power ’ and ‘ efficacy,’ as 
usually understood, imply something analogous to 
this psychological experience of activity. Connection, 
correlation, causation as applied in dynamics do not. 

If, then, Hume insists on interpreting the former set • 
of terms as equivalent to the latter, his criticism is 
justified, and it has clearly an important bearing on 
the question. The specific features of the animal nisus 
would be irrelevant to the* general question of cause. 

Again, there is considerable value in Hume’s con- 
tention that the effects of striving are known only 
through experience, and have no more a priori 

^ Selby-Bigge’s edition, p 66 

® Treatise^ Selby-Bigge’s edition, 157 
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evidence about them than any other kind of cause. 
His general position, of course, is that there is never 
any a priori evidence for particular causal laws. We 
find out % experience that bread nourishes, that 
morphia depraves, that a combination of two poisons 
results in common salt. Such knowledge depends 
upon observation. The principle of ground and con- 
sequent is helpless. The effects of any substance 
cannot be deduced from the qualities of the substance 
until experience has shown what effects the substance 
works. These effects may be strange and unnatural : 
they may seem, in the 'fend, a standing miracle, even 
when we know what does in fact result. In causal 
laws there is the mere brute fact of regular occurrence. 
There is nothing like intelligible connection. 

It is usual to reply to this tliat when striving and 
seeking is a cause there is an intelligible connection 
with the effect, that striving and seeking are therefore 
causes par excellence, and that any other kind of 
cause differs from them at its peril. We strive after 
an end and attain it ; wo wish, for instance, to visit 
Blorence and we go there. Surely in these cases 
there is an intelligible connection. The end for 
which we strive is present throughout : it craves 
completion, and it receives this completion when the 
process is fulfilled. But even granting that there 
sometimes seems an intelligible connection of this sort, 
there are negative instances in plenty. We try to 
be healthy and succeed in becoming so. But is the 
seeking the cause of the result ? On the contrary, its 
success depends upon the observance of the ordinary 
rules of health, and these are proved, if they are 
proved, by the collected and compared observations 
of physicians. Or, again, no one -can, by taking 
thought, add a cubit to his stature, though some 
try, and no one has volitional control oyer any 
muscles other than those attached to the skeletal 
system. Experience is necessary to limit our seeking 
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to paths in which it can be successful. There is no 
a priori reason why it must be successful in these 
paths and not in others, and consequently our know- 
ledge of this species of causation is juyt as much 
dependent upon experience as any other. 

These arguments are suflScient to prove that activity 
experiences have no apocalyptic message to overcome 
the difficulties and perplexities of causation, but they 
do not prove in any way that such experiences are 
not causes at all, and that remark holds of Hume’s 
third argument also. It is true that when we try to 
raise our . arms the endeavour seems an immediate 
antecedent of the desired effect, whereas, in point of 
fact, an exceedingly complicated physiological process 
intervenes. The implication, to Hume’s mind, is that 
these physiological processes are the real cause, and 
that their precise nature is unknown to us when we 
try to raise an arm. But, in the first place, Hume 
does not give a perfectly fair account of the facts. If 
we try to lift a finger we know that we must contract 
many muscles of the arm. We include these means in 
our striving for the end, or, rather, the end is a con- 
tinuous process which includes these movements of 
the arm, shoulder and neck. It is false, therefore, 
that we are ignorant of the intervening bodily chain. 
We do not, indeed, know it in the way an anatomist 
or physiologist knows it, but we are aware of it in 
the only possible way for us, viz. through kinaesthetic 
sensations and the like ; and I have already argued , 
that these kinaesthetic sensations have as good reason 
to be considered real parts of the body as anything 
that the anatomist can observe.^ And in the second 
place, if the volition is not the sufficient cause of th^ 
movement of the arm, it may, none the less, be an 
indispensable part of the process and perhaps the 
most important determining factor. Hume’s argu- 

1 They are characteristic objects of the *mternal feense' as that is 
interpreted in Chap. Ill, 
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ment, therefore, is inconclusive if it be intended to 
prove that there is no reason for supposing activity 
experiences to be causes. They have at least as good 
a right as anything else to be considered part-causes. 

Unless it is maintained that activity experiences 
have some peculiar tidings for the metaphysical prob- 
lem of causality, it is clearly absurd to demand a full 
explanation of all that causation means in order to 
justify the statement that activity experiences really 
are causes. The principle of causation must mean this 
at least, that events in time are connected according 
to rules, so that we have reason to suppose that one 
event makes a specific kind of difference to other 
events. None of them would exist in the way they 
do if the others did not exist at their own determinate 
time, in their own determinate way. Causation also 
implies a selective determination in a special sense of 
these words. Mill’s insistence on the ‘sum-total of 
conditions ’ has misled logicians into making the 
‘attempt to seek their causes in the total state of the 
universe at any given time. They might just as well, 
and they frequently do, relinquish the whole notion 
in despair. What we seek to do, in the attempt to 
discover causes, is not to expand our enquiry until 
it embraces all that is, but to narrow it down to 
those points of presumed connection which are really 
relevant. If we want to know why Jones has caught 
typhoid fever we try to discover from what particular 
spot the germs of the fever have probably come. We 
are not concerned with the rest of the universe. If 
wo were, there would be little chance of preventing 
Smith and Robinson from falling victims in the same 
way as their friend Jones. 

In this sense of the words there is no good reason 
for denying that activity experiences really are causes 
and may be taken at their face value. Perhaps, how- 
ever, they cannot claim more than this. The experi- 
ence of ‘ force ’ does not explain causation in general. 
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It is hard to see what it could explain. In any case 
it does not explain regular or necessary connection. 
It IS irregular and capricious as far as experience 
goes, and it sometimes succeeds and sometimes does 
not. And we have already seen reason for supposing 
that it is very doubtful whether there really is an 
intelligible nexus between cause and effect even in 
the case of activity experiences. 

Not only are activity experiences causes, but they 
are peculiarly instructive because of the sense in which 
they imply selectiveness, initiation and the possibility 
of genuine novelty. That our seeking is selective is 
too obvious to require comment. We never seek 
everything all at once. And enough, perhaps, has 
been said with respect to initiation. I have tried to 
show how seeking and choosing seem to initiate, and 
now we can see that there is no good reason for 
denying that they really do initiate. It is false, 
of course, that they alone initiate, and absurd to 
argue that they are the only causes in the self or 
in the world. Such a view cannot be seriously 
maintained. They may have preponderating im- 
portance in some selves at all times and in all selves 
at some times. That is the most that can be claimed 
for them. And if either initiation or the possibility 
of novelty meant absence of continuity with other 
elements, or implied that these other elements were not 
past causes of the ensuing process, then their claims 
would have to be rejected. But neither of these 
implications holds in fact, as has already appeared in* 
the discussion of initiation. Let me give an example 
of what I mean by the possibility of genuine novelty 
and the way in which it does not imply complete, or 
important, discontinuity. 

How often do we find, in reading the biography 
of, let us say, a great poet, that his youthful flights 
were singularly timid and uninspired? He is the 
sedulous ape of some other poet, his Pegasus is 
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between the shafts and has cast a shoe. There are 
no symptoms of genius, but only an attempt to 
manipulate metres. And then, of a sudden, a new 
poet is bori^ into the world. The sedulous ape has 
become a master, never again to return to his old 
level. In this case there is a real beginning which is 
not independent of previous events. Without the 
early trials and failures, without the travail of pains- 
taking apprenticeship, the real poet could not be 
born. Novelty, in this sense, is a plain fact of which 
any theory of causation must take account. But it 
is not independent of previous events, nor could it 
occur without them. 

I have purposely chosen this example because it 
ha.s no special connection with striving or will. There 
was as much socking and choosing at the stage of the 
sedulous ape as at any other. The new poet is born 
and does not make himself. And this leads to an 
important reflection. When Berkeley and others 
maintain that sjiirit is essentially active their mean- 
ing is plain. They wish to show the distinctive 
difference between spirit and a moving panorama 
of sense impressions. The history of philosophy sub- 
sequent to Berkeley has emphasised the necessity for 
recognising that distinction. Spirit is not a resultant 
of anything else. It lives and moves on its own 
account. But to say this is very far from saying 
that spirit is all compact of the particular class of 
^experiences which we call active, or even that other 
experiences are more dependent on tliese than vice 
versa. That is an interpretation for which there is 
no warrant. Cognition and feeling play their part 
in psychical life as much as endeavour. They are 
not merely bye-products of endeavour; they are 
causes in the life of mind as much as endeavour. 
They have an independent function in that life ; they 
are existent causes. Sometimes an act of will may 
predominate and seem to sweep the others in its 
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tram. Even then it is not the sole cause, though, 
perhaps, the most important. But the other elements 
of consciousness may also predominate in other dis- 
tinctive phases of the life of the self. To pass from 
the independence of the self to the primacy of 
experiences of conation is a salto mortale. This 
point is so clear that it is needless to defend it. If I 
were to try to do so I should begin by pointing out 
that cognition is as selective as conation, that it 
initiates just as clearly, that it lives because of the 
possibility of novelty, that it exhibits a closer con- 
nection between plan and fulfilment than conation 
itself. But such an argument would not really make 
the issue plainer. 

(3) It remains to give a more precise enumeration 
of this special class of activity experiences and, in 
particular, to supply an analysis of will in the 
narrower, \yhich is also the more accurate, sense of 
the word. To illustrate the fi^rst point I shall quote 
a passage from the earlier edition of Stout’s Manual 
of Psychology. ‘ Such words as interest, craving, 
longing, yearning, endeavour, desire, purpose, wish 
and will, all mark this characteristic of the process 
of consciousness. All of them imply an inherent 
tendency of conscious states to pass beyond them- 
selves and become something different, an inherent 
tendency which continues to operate, unless inter- 
rupted by interfering conditions, until a certain end- 
state is reached, which is called, the satisfaction or* 
fulfilment or realisation of the interest, craving, 
longing, yearning, endeavour, desire, purpose, wish 
or will.’ ^ 

It may be true that all the states mentioned by 
Professor Stout have an inherent tendency to pass 
beyond themselves, but some of them are attitudes 
of feeling, not of activity, and the tendency to pass 

^ Manual^ p 64. In the latest edition the whole passage has been 
rewritten. 
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bejrond thcinaelves is really their tendency to arouse 
activity proper. We have already seen that desire 
is a feeling attitude, a way in which the subject is 
aftentcd, thpugh it is so closely connected with 
activity that the two may easily be mistaken. This 
is still more obvious in the case of interest, and it is 
also clear in the instances of craving, longing and 
yearning. We have not, therefore, such an exuber- 
ance of examples as Stout mentions here, but we have 
the facts of consciousness indicated by such words as 
striving, seeking, endeavour, appetition. There are 
some slight distinctions between these, but the 
distinctions {e.g. in the case of appetition) refer 
chiefly to the characteristics of accompanying states 
of the body. We may pass, then, to will itself 

The exact range of the term voluntary is a matter 
for dispute. Indeed it is perhaps most convenient 
to define the term negatively and say with Mr. G. E. 
Moore ^ that voluntary actions arc those which an 
agent could have done otherwise had the choice been 
open to him. Even on this definition, however, the 
fundamental feature of will is choice or its possibility, 
and^the nature of will is seen most clearly in choice 
after deliberation. The question of resolve need not 
receive separate treatment, for it is either identical 
with choice or else means the choice to choose at 
some date other than the immediate present. 

When we * deliberate, then, we entertain certain 
.alternatives of action as possible objects of choice. 
And wo must also believe that these objects can be 
attained through our choice, either directly or in- 
directly. We cannot, strictly speaking, choose, unless 
we believe that the object of our choice is within our 
power. The thought of will implies the thought of 
‘ can ’ ; otherwise there is not will but wish. But 
when we have summed up the advantages on either 
side, and compared them in any way in which such 

^ MMcs ^Homo University Library), p» 13. 
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comparison is possible, we bave not yet reached the 
essence of will. There still remains the element of 
choice or consent — that fiat of the will which is 
being interpreted, ‘ Let it be done, and done through 
this my choice.’ As the assent of judgm(&t is always 
more than the entertainment of the meaning of a 
proposition, so the choice of the will is more than 
the prehmmary deliberation which balances the books. 
Assent of judgment and choice of will have much in 
common, but they are also essentially distmct, since 
the one is a theoretical and the other a practical 
attitude. If anything can claim to be an experience, 
choice certainly can. If any rehance can be placed 
on observation, then, surely, choice influences conduct, 
determines the current of our psychical life, helps or 
hinders bodily movement. Both for introspection 
and from the standpoint of achieved results choice 
is an active process. 

I am glad, in a matter of this sort, to#be able to 
adduce the weighty testimony of Professor James. 
The passage which I am about to quote deals with 
the relation between the assent of judgment or belief 
and the fiat of choice. The analysis of the former 
seems to me to exaggerate the importance of emotional 
and volitional characteristics, but that of the latter 
is, to my judgment, true in almost every line and 
syllable. ‘ To the word “ is ” and to the words “ let 
it be” there correspond peculiar attitudes of con- 
sciousness which it is vain to seek to explain. The 
indicative and the imperative moods are as much* 
ultimate categories of thinking as they are of grammar. 
The “ quality of reality ” which these moods attach 
to things is not like other quahties. It is a relation 
to our life. It means our adoption of the things, 
our caring for them, our standing by them. . . . And 
the transition from merely considering an object as 
possible to deciding or willing it to be real; the 
change from the fluctuating to the stable personal 
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attitude concerning it ; frona the ‘ don't care ’ state of 
mind to that in which we mean business is one of 
the most familiar things in life. We can partly 
enumerate its conditions, and we can partly trace 
its consequences, especially the momentous one that 
when the mental change in question is a movement • 
of our own body, it realises itself outwardly when 
the mental change in question has occurred. But 
the change itself, as a subjective phenomenon, is 
something which we can translate into no simpler 
terms.’ ^ 

What is true of the imperative mood is also true 
of the whole range of endeavour, and analysis can 
proceed no further. But enough has been said to 
furnish some indications of the nature of conation, 
and so to provide a basis for the discussion of its 
place and function in the self. Let us, therefore, 
proceed to the consideration of the familiar doctrine 
that the essence of the self is to be purposive. 

^ l*rinc%%)Us of Psychology^ vol. ii» p. 569. 



CHAPTER VI 

PSYCHICAL AND PHEPOSIVE 

Although the division between psychical and 
physical is not exhaustive/ it is of great importance, 
and the usual course is to maintain that the psychical ^ 
is purposive and the physical non-purposive. When 
we examine the realm of being we find that there is 
a broad distinction in the way in which things behave. 
Behaviour which results from conscious purpose is 
very different, even to the external observer, from the 
behaviour of mere matter, and there is much in 
the behaviour of organic beings which is so similar 
to purposeful movements, and so unlike merely 
mechanical action that it is usual to call such 
behaviour ‘purposive’ from its analogy to actions 
inspired by conscious purpose. The extension of the 
term in this neutral sense is, of course, legitimate 
and does not call for comment. 

The fact that the presence or absence of indica- 
tions of purpose is the best criterion of the existence* 
of mind does not prove in itself that purpose has the 
primacy among experiences. Indeed, the advantage 
of the criterion is chiefly that it is an objective test 
which the external observer can apply, and this is 
clearly an indirect method of describing conscious 
processes. None the less the mere emphasis upon 
the significance of purposive behaviour tends to be 

1 Cf. Chap. II. pp. 16-18. 
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an argument for the primacy of purpose, and is 
constantly present in the minds of Voluntarists, 
whether obscurely or explicitly. The claims of pur- 
pose for primacy must therefore be considered from 
this point of view. 

It is unnecessary to challenge the assumption that 
the marks of purpose are really the best indications 
of the existence of mind, and their absence the sign 
of the existence of mere matter. There are some 
monadistic theories, it is true, which maintain that 
everything which exists is a self, and consequently 
that there is nothing in the universe which is non- 
purposive. But those theories must ascribe properties 
to matter which, in the ordinary acceptation of terms, 
it emphatically does not possess. The sun and the 
planets, we believe, and the whole realm of inorganic 
, nature pursue a magnificent, if sightless, course with 
unfailing regularity and precision. Their action 
seems at the opposite pole from that of mind. 
Psychical beings strive ceaselessly to protect the 
little corner where they abide, to save themselves 
from extinction, and to perpetuate the species. 
They select what will achieve these ends, and reject 
all else. They adapt themselves to their conditions 
as well as they can. If their movements are ordered 
by general laws, the laws must take account of their 
aims and their interests. To keep their feeble micro- 
cosms intact they will make all sorts of shifts which 
would be meaningless unless nature existed for them 
’as well as through them. Their action thus frequently 
appears incalculable, and the unity of their lives a 
unity of individual aims instead of a mere instance 
of general laws. If you put obstacles in the way of 
a lover, he may laugh at you for your pains. Deflect 
a particle, and it will obey without a murmur. What 
wonder, then, that this very marked difference should 
be seized upon as the real differentia of selfhood ? 

‘ De facto purpose,’ as Professor Bosanquet assures 
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us, ‘is a psychological, temporal and ethical idea,’^ 
and he seems to imply that its claims may, therefore, 
be slighted. But purpose, even at the humble level 
of psychology, time, and morals, is sufl&ciently 
ambiguous to invite discussion, and so are ‘ end ’ 
and ‘teleology.’ They also are ambiguous, as Professor 
Bosanquet ably argues, -when they are taken at his 
‘ higher ’ level, and he is probably right in asserting 
that the principle of Teleology, when applied to the 
Absolute, vanishes in favour of something else. For 
this reason, as for so many others, it is imperative 
to begin this enquiry by examining the various 
possible meanings of teleology, end, and purpose, 
and the relations between them. 

The most usual and the most natural sense of the 
word purpose is that which is implied in conscious 
striving or conscious choice. What we seek to do, 
or what we strive to do, is our purpose. In this 
(jase we are consciously aware of the end, and en- 
deavour to bring it to fruition. But ‘ purpose ’ and 
‘ purposive ’ are also used in a wider sense, not always 
identical with the natural extension of the term 
‘purposive’ which has already been mentioned. In 
the first place the terms are frequently applied to any 
process which appears to be directed to an end whether 
that end be in fact present to consciousness or not 
Thus instincts are said to be purposive because they 
appear, to an external observer, to be like processes 
which consciously strive after an end. But the , 
animal which acts instinctively need not be conscious 
of the end at all. On a still more extended usage, life, 
of any kind, is sometimes called purposive. Or, 
again, the claim is frequently made on behalf of 
certain idealistic theories that they are teleological. 
In this case the reason is that idealists attach so 
much importance to values and ideals in their inter- 
pretation of existence. That is one of the implications 

1 The Prmei^U of and p. 127. 
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of the simile that the universe depends, in the end, 
on the idea of the good, as sensible things depend on 
the sun. Indeed, those who are idealists usually base 
their belief on this ground. They welcome idealism 
rather because it is a city of refuge for ideals than 
because it exalts ‘ideas’ at the expense of matter. 
And there is yet another respect in which idealism 
may be called teleological or purposive. Purpose 
refers to final causes, and perhaps there is no final 
cause except the whole. Idealism insists that the 
cosmos is a perfect whole. In this sense teleology 
means the explanation from whole to part. How is 
it that one and the same term can have such diverse 
interpretations and may be used to justify so many 
theories ? 

The fact is not very difficult to explain even 
with regard to those cases of ‘finite and outward 
design ’ which Hegel ranked so low. Even in their 
case it is clear that end may expand into something 
like system, and is closely connected .with value. 
There are analogies to both in explicitly conscious 
pur;^so, and extension by analogy seems the essence 
of the argument hero. 

It is usual to draw a distinction between end and 
moans. Mr, A wishes to cross the Atlantic in order 
to see his friends, and so he books his passage on some 
liner. To distinguish end from means is easy enough 
in such an instance, and it is not difficult to specify 
the characteristics of either. The end is distinct 
from the means, and the means are directed towards 
it ; the means are selected with a view to the end, 
and are adapted to the conditions which render the 
attainment of the end feasible ; and both means and 
end are restricted, specific, particular. But even this 
analysis soon leads us to perplexities and intricacies. 

What precisely is the relation of means to end 
from the point of view of psychical analysis ? When 
the moans are external to the end, as in the choice 

t 
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of a steamship or a railway train, the relation seems 
only that the means are instruments for attaining 
the end. But even in this instance Mr. A plans, not 
merely to see his friends, but a whole expedition, and 
the voyage or the journey is an integral part of this 
whole. And how, when we consider a long process 
of striving towards a goal with the hindrances 
incidental thereto, are we dealing solely with an 
instrumental relation, and in what sense is the end 
really distinct from the means? Or let us take 
another instance. A student wishes to take his 
degree and prepares himself for examination. If his 
end is only the right to append certain letters to his 
name, and wear a hood, and receive an academic 
benediction, then, no doubt, there is a clear and well- 
defined distinction between end and means. But if 
he has sufficient intelligence to desire the degree as a 
token of efficiency and knowledge, then there is at 
least no temporal distinction between end and means, 
between the proficiency and the preparation, for he 
becomes proficient in so far as he prepares. And, 
again, the degree is not the be-all of his existence. 

It may be merely a means towards obtaining a com- 
petency or it may be that and also an end in itself. 

This example is sufficient to show that means 
and end are often closely interwoven, and many 
writers are driven by these difficulties to deny that 
the ends which we choose are really ends at all. The 
proximate end of any particular choice or striving . 
is often far from being an end in itself. Psycho- 
logists usually describee these proximate ends by 
saying that they are the end states of particular 
conative processes, and that, when they are attained, 
one cbnative process ceases and another succeeds. But 
this account is mistaken. Suppose our proximate 
end is to eat a good dinner. The end state of that 
dinner is the last mouthful of dessert or the last sip 
of coffee. When this is attained the^conative process 
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ceases, but tbe end-state is not the end or aim of the 
process. It is not the object of our striving, but 
only the last state in time. We might as well 
maintain t!^at the aim of a hungry man is satiation. 
He aims, not at satiation, but at a good square meal. 

Accordingly it is maintained that the end of a con- 
ative process should in no respect be regarded as the last 
state in time of that process but as the completion or 
completeness of that process, and in that ease every ^ 
part of the process will form part of its completion, 
since all are necessary to it as a whole. Similarly it 
may be held that the end of a process is not satiation, 
but satisfaction, and this again has no specific refer- 
ence to tbe last state, in time, of the process. These 
views are clearly much more adequate than the former 
(oven to express the nature of finite particular cona- 
tions), and I have but one criticism to ofier. The 
.satisfaction is not the direct object of a conative 
process. It is a feeling attitude which accompanies 
attainment and prompts to fresh attainment, but it 
presupposes that attainment and it is found, not 
sought directly. The principal arguments against 
psychological hedonism are fatal also to the doctrine 
that satisfaction is the object of choice. We choose 
objects, not satisfaction, except in and through their 
attainment. To get satisfaction we must forget it. 

It is clear, therefore, that the consideration even 
of particular plans brings us near to the question of 
• totality, and this implication is still clearer when we 
remember that even the ordinary man does to some 
extent subordinate his particular aims to the plan of 
his whole life. Accordingly any explanation which 
proceeds from whole to part is sometimes called 
teleological ; and wholeness and completeness’ is often 
said to be the principal characteristic of purpose. In 
this sense anything which acts as a whole in any 
marked or peculiar way is sometimes said to be there- 
fore purposive. , 
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And the implication, or the possible implication, 
of value is also manifest. When we choose to do 
anything we ought to choose the action because it will 
bring about more value, on the whole, than any other 
which is open to us. No doubt we frequently act 
otherwise than as we ought. We sometimes know- 
ingly choose to do things which we have no reason 
to suppose will conduce even to our own private and 
particular welfare. But we always consider them worth 
doing from some aspect and from some point of view, 
and this is what appeals to us at the moment of choice. 
Any process, therefore, which is directed towards the 
attainment of value is sometimes called purposive. 

Is the self, then, distinctively a purposive entity in 
some one of these senses or in all of them ? Probably 
every one of these implications occurs at some one 
time or other in arguments upon the subject. In 
modern days, however, most of the discussion centres 
round biology. The behaviour of living beings, it is 
argued, requires the conception of purpose or some- 
thing analogous to it, in order to become intelligible. 
There are two great classes of existent beings, those 
which act mechanically and those which act pur- 
posively, and purposive behaviour either implies a 
self in every instance, or selves form a sub-class of 
pjirposive beings. ‘ We may then define psychology 
as the positive science of the behaviour of living 
things. . . . We all recognise broadly that the things 
which make up our world of perceptible objects fall 
into two great classes, namely, inert things, whose 
movements and changes seem to be strictly determined 
according to mechanical laws, and living things, 
which behave or exhibit behaviour ; and when we 
say that they exhibit behaviour, we mean that they 
seem to have an intrinsic power of self-determina- 
tion, and to pursue actively or with effort their own 
welfare and their own ends or purposes.’ ^ Let us 

1 M‘Dougall, Psychology (Home University Library), pp. 19, 20. 
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consider this question more precisely in order to 
discover, if possible, why life of any sort should be 
called purposive. The problem of the meaning and 
adequacy of mechanical categories in biological ex- 
planation is, of course, a technical one which can 
only be decided by experts on the subject, if, indeed, 
it can bo decided by any one. The layman must, 
walk warily and has no right to expect that his 
personal views are entitled to any particular respect. 
But he is entitled to discuss the general nature of 
the arguments adduced and to consider what they 
could prove if they were shown to apply. 

The range of the term ‘ purpose,’ as used in tliis 
sense, is clearly a very wide one. It must apply to 
physiology as well as to psychology, to plants as well 
as to animals, to digestion as well as to ratiocination. 
This, for instance, is the wide meaning in which 
Schneider uses tlic term. ‘When oxygen combines 
with irejn and thus produces rust this is not a purposive 
process. But we have behaviour according to purpose 
when oxygon is combined with the carbon in our blood 
and so promotes our conservation.’^ The term 
purpose has here no special implication of conscious 
striving. It means only eonducivoncss to an end 
which has value. In this sense, any feeling, organic 
or psychical, any impulse or instinct that helps the 
animal in the struggle for self-preservation or the 
preservation of the species should bo called purposive. 
The problem is whether explanation in terms of 
purpose is really significant, when analogies are 
pushed so far, and in so many directions. 

The arguments in favour of neo-vitalism — for it 
is those which wo are discussing — have a negative 
and a positive side. They state (negatively) that the 
beliaviour of living beings cannot be explained in 
terms of mechanism, and (positively) that the ex- 
' planation which mechanism cannot afford must be 

^ 10m thief iaclm WilU^ p. 24* 
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sought in something analogous to immanent purpose. 
External teleology, the kind of purpose invoked by 
the Argument from Design, is, of course, irrelevant 
to the question since it is perfectly compatible with 
mechanism. God made a machine \fhich works 
according to the Laws of Motion. 

Let us, then, consider the negative arguments. 
The behaviour, even of the lowliest organisms, 
exhibits characteristics to which there is no real 
analogy in the inorganic world, and consequently it 
is a mistake in principle to attempt to explain them 
by categories which have proved their worth in that 
world only. No machine, and no collection of 
particles, exhibits the phenomena of restitution, 
reproduction, adaptation, selection, or persistence in 
a certain direction despite all obstacles. A ship 
cannot regenerate a lost propeller. A newt can 
regenerate a lost leg. ‘Thus we see that, at the 
, very bottom of the evolutionary scale, animal 
behaviour exhibits the two peculiarities which at all 
higher levels also distinguish it from the movements 
of inorganic things, namely, (l) the “total” or 
unitary nature of reaction, i.e. the reaction of the 
organism as a whole with co-ordination of the 
movements of its parts in response to a stimulus 
directly affecting one small part only ; and (2) the 
persistence of the effect of the stimulus, a persistence 
closely analogous to that persistence of varied move- 
ment which in ourselves and our fellows we recognise ^ 
as the expression of a persistent effort after a desired 
end. And to this it must be added that these 
persistent and varied and total or unitary reactions 
of the whole organism are in the main adaptive, i.e. 
of such a nature as to promote the welfare of the 
creature.’ ^ 

^ M^Bougall, Body and Mind^ pp. 260, 261. This is really a negattm 
argument, and it occurs in the chapter entitled * Inadequacy of Mechanical 
Conceptions to explain Human and Animal Behaviour.* 
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Now before considering tbe positive side of tbe 
contention of the neo-vitalists (and they are disagreed 
upon it), we ought to remember that a negative 
argument is of two kinds, and that these kinds carry 
very different degrees of weight. It may be a 
disproof of possibility, or it may be merely a proof 
of failure. If the neo-vitalists could prove con- 
clusively that mechanical categories could not 
possibly explain animal behaviour, then biologists 
would be compelled to seek some other type of 
explanation. If, on the contrary, they could only 
prove that biology is still, in many respects, an occult 
science, and that the principles of nineteenth-century 
biology have not succeeded so well as was expected, 
tlion the biologist of the twentieth century might 
roasoiiably seek some other hypothesis, but would 
not be compelled to do so. The lacunae- and the 
failures of science are apt to prove themselves far 
from unsurmountablo. 

Professor Driesch is one of the best-known ex- 
ponents of neo-vitalism, and he is fully aware of 
this diffcreiujc in the probative value of negative 
arguments. Indeed, ho discriminates between his* 
own argumontH from this point of view, as a brief 
reference to the first of his recent lectures on The 
Problem of Individuality'^ will show. The point 
in dispute is whether a machine can or cannot be 
the source of life, and Driesch admits the theoretical 
^possibility that the machine theory could explain 
* some of the instances which are prima facie favour- 
able to the opposite view. It is not intrinsically 
absurd, he maintains, that adaptation and immunity 
could be mechanically explained, although there is 
no known machine which can, e.g., produce an anti- 

^ ThoHil lectures give a ooiulenaed and very clear sunmiary of the argument 
of the oarlior (Hfford L$ctUTe&^ entitled The. Smnee and PkUo8(^hy of the 
(hryanum. The nhorter form is better fitted for the purpose of a rapid 
8urv(^y like the present. It is also the more recent presentation of the 
argument, and the logic of it is just as clear. 
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toxin to rust. The same is true of regeneration. 
We know of no machine which is capable of restoring 
itself, and so the probabilities are in favour of neo- 
vitalism. But there is no direct contradiction in the 
conception of such a machine. * 

Driesch contends that the facts are otherwise with 
regard to morphogenesis. He was able to show, by 
experiment, that in certain cases artificial interference 
with the embryo will not affect the normal course 
of the development of the organism, except in the 
way of reducing its size. These experimental results 
were varied and striking, but the mention of his 
early discoveries with regard to the development of 
the sea-urchin will suffice to indicate the logical 
bearing of his argument. ‘ The so-called “ cleavage ” 
of the egg . . . ends in the formation of the hlastula, 
i.e. a hollow sphere built up of about a thousand 
cells, forming an epithelium. If you cut this hlastula 
with a pair of very fine scissors in any direction you 
like, each part so obtained will go on developing — 
provided it is not smaller than one quarter of the 
whole — and will form a complete larva of small size.’ ^ 
•Facts of this kind, Driesch maintains, stand in plain 
logical contradiction to the very meaning of a 
machine. A machine is ‘ a given specific combination 
of specific chemical and physical agents,”* and an 
arbitrary and random disarrangement of a machine 
could not leave its equilibrium unaffected. 

This argument seems inconclusive. In the ease 
of the hlastula of the sea-urchin the smallest frag- ’ 
merit which is capable of developing as a whole is 
one quarter of the original hlastula, and therefore 
must contain at least 250 cells by Driesch’s own • 
computation. Similarly, in the other cases, the 
fragments must be relatively large and complex. 

If, then, there is no logical contradiction in the 
mechanistic account of the normal development from 

^ fhe JPfoUem of Indi'iMuahty^ p, 11 ® Ibid, p. 17. 
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a complete hlastula, it is surely not absurd to explain 
Driesch’s results by saying that fragments of the 
blastula may develop into complete, though smaller, 
organistns in those cases in which the arbitrary dis- 
section of them results in leaving a sample which 
contains all the requisite physical and chemical 
ingredients. The laws of averages would make such 
sampling not intrinsically improbable. 

It is scarcely surprising, therefore, that many of 
the neo-vitalists themselves dissent from Driesch with 
regard to this argument.^ It is impossible to refute 
mechanism absolutely, although some statements of 
the mechanical theory may be intrinsically absurd. 
On the other hand, the negative arguments certainly 
prove that there are great difficulties in the mechanical 
conception, and the principle of the economy of 
hypotheses may bo in favour of neo-vitalism. 

• The positive formulation of the vitalistie or neo- 
vitalistic argument differs greatly in different authors 
and sometimes does not appear at all. Indeed, the 
negative side of the argument is much stronger than 
the positive. Still, the positive formulations when 
they occur are in strict conformity with the rules of 
inductive procedure. A hypothesis must be framed 
upon analogy ; and it is maintained that the true 
analogy in this case is derived from psychical purpose. 
Driesch, for instance, calls the teleological factor in 
action, which he postulates, a ‘ psychoid.’ ‘ I pro*pose 

^the very neutral name of psychoid for the elemental 
* agent discovered in action. “Psychoid" — that is, a 
soniotliing which, though not a “ psyche,” can only be 
described in terms analogous to those of psychology.’ ^ 

^ Of. J. 8* Haldane, Mechamsm, Lifii and F&rsomlity, p. 27. * There 
irt no evidence at all that each coll, in growing and dividing in the one 
particular manner which comtitutos normal development, ii& not determined 
hy spooial physical and chemical stimuli peculiar to its position relatively 
to the other oells, and to the external environment. We do not yet know 
what these stimuli are ; hut probably no physiologist would doubt that they 
exist, and will be discovered when our methodB are fine enough. Hence 
PrioHoh’s argument for an independent vital force breaks down entirely. 

* The Menee mid Philosophy of the Organism, vol. ii. p. 82. 
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He distinguishes this ‘ psychoid ’ of action, however, 
from the teleological factor in morphogenesis or 
restitution. For it he reserves the still more neutral 
name of entelechy. Dr. M‘Dougall, however, does 
not draw these subtle distinctions. ‘ The embryo 
seems to he resolved to acquire a certain form and 
structure, and to be capable of overcoming very great 
obstacles placed in its path. . . . This power of per- 
sistently turning towards a particular end or goal, 
manifested in these two ways, namely, in growth and 
bodily movement, is the most . characteristic feature 
of the life of organisms, objectively regarded. It 
seems to involve essentially teleological determination, 
that is to say, it seems to be essentially of the same 
nature as the striving towards a goal or end that 
runs through all our inner experience, the goal being 
present to consciousness with extremely different 
degrees of clearness and fulness. . . . The processes 
seem to be essentially teleological, that is to say, 
they seem analogous to the behaviour of organisms, 
which from analogy with our own experience of 
purposive striving we believe to be prompted by 
psychical impulse and, in the more highly developed 
organisms at least, governed and guided by some 
prevision of the end to be achieved.’ ^ ‘ 

Hypothesis rests on analogy ; but some analogies 
are good, and others not so good. Our question is, 
On what grounds of analogy are we led, or compelled, 
to believe that purpose is the essential characteristic 
of all life ? The best way to approach this question* 
IS, I think, to consider those cases in which purpose 
unquestionably occurs, and then to attempt to dis- 
cover how far there really is an analogy in cases 
which seem more doubtful. And this, as we have 
seen, was the way in which biology quite legitimately 
came to use the word purposive. Granting that some 
behaviour is not a mere reflex but implies conscious 

^ Body md Mind^ pp. 242, 243. (Italics mine ) 
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direction and purpose, then any behaviour which 
resembles this in important respects may well be 
called ‘ purposive ’ whether there is proof of conscious 
purpose or not. 

Wo have*every reason to believe that the choice of 
will influences action. Choice and resolve, especially 
after deliberation, demand the presence of rational 
reflection : they are antecedents of the ensuing actions : 
and there is no good reason for denying that they are 
determining antecedents. Here, then, is a case of 
action which is really purposeful and not merely 
purposive, which is due to the psyche and not merely 
to the psychoid. Similarly, as was argued in last 
chapter, purpose in the sense of conscious striving 
after a conscious end does work effects. And it is 
also true that these processes may persist for long in 
face of obstacles, and may try all means of attaining 
their eud. They may also be consciously subordinate 
to a general plan of life. But they* need not be. 

When, liowever, we come to the case for the 
psychoid wo come to what is really a very weak 
analogy. Xjet us take, for instance, the whole range 
of instinctive action. The great instincts, no doubt, 
involve conscious striving, a ‘unitary’ process and 
the rest; and their striving is directed towards an 
eud, But so far as introspection goes they are 
consciously directed towards a proximate end only, 
and not towards the welfare of the organism ds a 
whole or of the species as a whole. Even in human 
"experience the instinct of sex at the time when it 
is strongest is not consciously directed towards its 
biological end — the perpetuation of the species. 
The youth seeks the maiden because he loves her and 
wants her, and not for the sake of his duty towards 
posterity. He does not choose his mate for the 
reasons that actuate the breeder of pedigree stock. 
If he did, there would be no need for the apostle of 
eugenics. And if this is true of the human species. 
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is it not even more profoundly true of other animals ? 
The very perfection of many animal instincts seems 
to show that they cannot, properly speaking, be 
conscious of their end. The male and female larvae 
of the stag-beetle are of the same size, Rut the male 
larva builds itself twice as big a hole. There must 
be room for its horns to grow, but is it possible to 
believe that the larva has any consciousness of this 
fact ? ‘ Instinct,’ says Hartmann, from whom the 

above example is chosen, ‘ is conscious willing of the 
means to an unconsciously willed end.’^ But the 
means are not consciously willed as means. Certain 
ends are chosen which do, in fact, lead to a farther 
end which is biologically useful. But this does not 
imply the vaguest degree of knowledge of what the 
biological end is. To say that it is known dimly 
or implicitly is as important a piece of information 
as to say that we all know, dimly and imphcitly, 
what life is or what are the implications of Euclid’s 
axioms. 

And if this holds of instinct surely it holds, a 
fortiori, of growth. Each of us, with individual 
variations, grows to the form and stature of a man, 
and each wishes to do so. But we do not, strictly 
speaking, choose or try to do so. Profiting by the 
experience of others we may aid and abet the process 
in various minor ways. We may play games and 
eschew cigarettes. But we do not grow to be men 
by taking thought. The strong and healthy man. 
does not try to be strong and healthy in any sense 
in which his weaker brother does not make the same 
attempt. He becomes strong and healthy. It is not 
surprising that conscious purpose should exhibit 
some analogies to bodily behaviour, since the body is 
the instrument of action, and its behaviour is our 
only or our most important clue to the existence of 
any conscious purpose other than our own. But to 

1 The Philosophy of the UhconsdouSf ’qjpl. i. p. 88, 
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suppose that digestion, for instance, or other bodily 
processes of a similar !b.nd, participate in conscious- 
ness even in the vaguest degree is to mistake fable 
for fact. We might as well believe that Menenius 
Agrippa relkted an actual historical .conversation 
between the belly and the other members. And 
when we leave the higher animals and come to 
lowlier animals and to plants, what reason have we 
for attributing anything like conscious purpose to 
them ? 

The ‘psyehoid,’ doubtless, has too much in its 
favour to be summarily dismissed. What I am 
urging at present is that there is a difference in kind 
between that which de facto makes for the conservation 
of an individual or a species, and therefore may be 
represented as a means to this end, and that which 
is consciously chosen in order to bring about this 
result. Nobody maintains, of course, that a beaver 
builds a dam or an infant seeks the breast with a 
conscious foreknowledge of the biological utility of 
such actions, and an explicit resolve to promote that 
utility. If it were so, the infant would have a surer 
and more reasoned knowledge of the nature of things 
than the majority of adult men, and a casual assembly 
of politic rooks in a field have the collective wisdom 
of the British House of Commons. 

It is true that the range of conscious purpose 
extends further than is frequently supposed, and also 
. that there is a wide domain of subconscious purpose. 
The evidence which, e.g., has been collected by Freud ^ 
and others concerning the r6le of repression in for- 
getting seems to leave no doubt on this head. But 
the realm of the subconscious, by its very definition, 
exhausts the eases in which there is any justification 
for supposing that anything analogous to conscious- 
ness (in an important sense of analogy) enters ; and, 
therefore, it is necessary to remember that there is 

^ V'ldG lue Zw FBifch(^)(ttkQlogU dm AlUagsUlem and Trmmdmtnng, 
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much in the sphere of the organic in which there is 
no reason to suppose that any subconscious purpose 
plays its part. When that is the case and there is 
a dilierence in kind, it is futile to speak of purposive 
determination, and, conse(juently, there is no justifica- 
tion for believing in the primacy of will. Instinctive 
action is an instance in point. Conscious purpose 
enters frequently into such action, and may even be 
present, through inheritance, on the first occasion in 
which the mstinct is called mto being; for some 
believe that meanings are inherited. There is, there- 
fore, no need to return to the ancient doctrine that 
Instinct must differ toto coelo from Reason, or to 
say, with Pope, that when Reason is at fault 

, . . lioncsi Instinct comes a volunteer, 

Sure never to oVr-shoot, but just to bit ; 

While still too wide, or short, is human Wit. 

But, on the other hand, conscious and subconscious 
purpose, by themselves, are quite incapable of ex- 
plaining every instinctive action. 

To illustrate this point I may refer to Professor 
Stout’s very interesting discussion of the inheritance of 
meanings.* It is generally agreed, nowadays, that 
instincts are modifiable through experience of the 
success or failure attending their action. But it 
is still maintained that such complieated actions as 
nest-building, migrating, and the like are performed 
blindly on the first occasion without any prevision of 
the end. That is much more than a denial that there * 
is any awareness of the biological advantage of 
performing the action prompted by instinct. The 
chances are that no animal, other than man, is ever 
aware of this. The argument is that the animal, at 
the first time e.g. of nest-building, has no awareness 
whatever of what it is about. It acts from merely 
biological causes. To this Professor Stout answers, 

^ Manual of Psychology^ 8rd edition, Book III. Part L chap. i. 
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I think conclusively, that the process has all the 
marks of intelligence on its first performance. The 
animal is alert, attentive, and not merely aware of 
something happening inside it,, as it ought to be on 
the purely biological view. Moreover, the fact that 
there is adaptation of instinct through experience 
seems to show that the development is continuous. 
It is a modification of experience through further 
experience, and consequently there is not a difference 
in kind between the first performance and the sub- 
sequent ones. It would seem, then, that instinctive 
action, even at its first performance, implies a degree 
of intelligence which cannot be completely accounted 
for by the previous experience of a particular animal. 
But one of the merits of Professor Stout's discussion 
is the careful way in which he limits the presumption, 
if not the proof, that meanings are inherited. The 
factors, analogous to conscious purpose, which it is 
necessary to assume as part of the being of instinctive 
action, are very restricted. ‘ It is only necessary to 
assume an awareness of the present state as transitional 
— as something which not merely is but is to he. 
Such rudimentary reference to the future is not 
wholly indeterminate ; it is specific inasmuch as it ' 
is concerned with the further development of a 
specific situation and, more particularly, of certain 
selected factors within it. It is vague inasmuch as 
the animal has no clue to the particular nature of 
the changes which are to take place. The important 
point is that the situation is apprehended as alter- 
able. This is enough to make conation possible.’^ 
If then the part which purpose, even in the dimmest 
sense, plays in instinct is very restricted, how much 
more is it restricted in ordinary processes of growth, 
alimentation and the like. Why do we need the 
‘ psyehoid ’ for all biological explanation ? 

Indeed, if the behaviour of organisms is to be 

^ Momml of psychology i 8rd edition, Boole HI. p, 855, 
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explained ty tlie concept of purpose, it is by purpose 
in the sense of explanation from whole to parts — 
which is another matter, though not totally devoid 
of analogy to the purposes we know. In that case 
three questions are implied. (1) In wh^t sense is 
explanation from whole to parts legitimate ? (2) In 

what sense is it required for the explanation of the 
organic and not required for the explanation of 
the inorganic, and may not the former sense make 
it unnecessary to believe in the existence of a distinct 
and peculiar ‘vital’ or ‘purposive’ factor? (3) Is 
is not possible that the prmciples of biology need 
not be identical either with those of psychology or 
with those of mechanism ? 

(l) To explain anything is simply to give a 
systematic account of it, and if a reference to the 
whole introduces system in our comprehension of it, 
then explanation from whole to parts is, eo ipso, 
legitimate. In this sense it is legitimate to say that 
inflammation means an increase of the blood pressure 
in a certain area of the organism in order that a 
foreign body detrimental to the organism may be 
expelled or destroyed. Or, again, it is legitimate to 
explain the fact that the brain of a man who dies 
from starvation is still well-nourished as compared 
with the rest of the organism, by saying that the 
brain is pre-eminently important from the point of 
view of the organism as a whole. But it is a different 
thing to examine the matter more closely and explain 
what this teleological factor is. 

The main point to notice is that it cannot be a 
factor or element co-ordinate with the parts. It is 
irrelevant whether it exercises energy or, as is the 
case on Driesch’s theory of the entelechy, it only 
exercises guidance without work. The latter con- 
ception may be useful, even essential, in explaining 
the rOle of consciousness in the production of move- 
ment. If the law of the conservation of energy must 

L 



146 


PROBLEMS OF THE SELF 


CHAP. 


apply to the organic as well as to the inorganic — 
and tliat cannot be proved, though certain experiments 
may show it to be probable — then we must employ 
this conception. But it is always meaningless to 
assert that, the whole, as an element distinct from or 
additional to its parts, can either work or guide 
without work. The idm of the whole may guide 
conscious action, because it is possible to think only 
of the general characteristics of the whole, and this 
idea is particular like other ideas, or, rather, the act 
of reference to such a general idea is as particular as 
any other act. But to speak of the whole as an 
entity co-ordinate with other parts is to make the 
whole a particular — as Hegel emphatically maintained. 

Wherever there is systematic connection of any 
sort, there the conception of whole is as nectary as ’ 
that of parts. Whole and part are in fact correlative 
notions for explaining a given set of facts, and neither 
of them arc factors or elements in those facts. The 
real question is how far elements in a whole can bo 
said to remain the same elements when they enter 
into some other combination. Have we any right to 
believe that the same substances can be parts of 
different wholes at the same or different times ? As 
we shall see when we come to discuss the nature of 
substance, there are several senses in which they can. 

The question itself is one of degree. Transfer a 
brick from one heap to another and it seemfe obvious 
that the brick remains the same and that the two 
• heaps are also, to all intents and purposes, identical. 
Take a brick from its place in a building, however, 
and the building, at least, will seem to have changed. 
Take a cell or collection of cells from an organism, 
and the cells will certainly change. They will become 
mere matter, while the organism, until it can either 
restore the cells or otherwise compensate for their 
loss, will also be affected by the change and cease to 
be precisely the same whole. In every one of these 
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instances a part is taken from a whole. The only 
question is the intimacy of the relation of parts to 
whole. 

It is futile to argue that the question hmges upon 
quality and relation, or to say that when anything 
becomes part of a new whole all that happens is that 
it changes its relations. That may, or may not, be 
the case, but it is just as essential to include relations 
in treating of part and whole as it is to include 
quality. The whole is the parts as they are related 
together, and nothing more. It is not the parts 
considered as an aggregate to the neglect of aU save 
numerical relations, nor is it the parts considered in 
other relations. It is not even true that we can ever 
consider the parts separately from the whole. That 
which we eaU a part when we consider it as a member 
in a whole may be considered ‘ separately,’ provided 
it remains relatively the same when considered in 
itself or as a part of some other whole. 

(2) Accordingly the real difference between organic 
and inorganic categories is only that, in the sphere 
of the inorganic, that which can be considered (at the 
same or at different times) part of different wholes 
remains relatively the same, while, in the sphere of 
the organic, there is not the same relative identity 
but a very marked difference. And as parts and 
whole are correlative, the arguments which hold of 
the parts will also hold, mutatis mutandis, of the 
corresponding wholes. To postulate an additional , 
factor, as vitalism does, is at least not logically 
necessary. It may be true that each organism acts as 
it does because it is impelled by some sort of conscious 
self. But, unless this factor can be proved to exist, 
it is not called for in order to explain the different 
behaviour of organic and inorganic in the phenomena 
of restitution, elementary morphogenesis, and the rest. 

But, it may be argued, there is a relevant differ- 
ence. Organisms can assimilate. Qrass assimilates 
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the inorganic soil, steep assimilate grass, and men 
assimilate sheep. How is it possible that the same 
material when assimilated behaves so differently from 
the way it behaves when not assimilated ? If organic 
bodies were formed of a different kind of substance 
from inorganic things then the foregoing argument 
might be justified, but if they are not, and if, as we 
have reason to believe,' every body is recruited from 
its environment in such wise that, after a certain 
interval of time, no part of the original substance of 
the organism remains, how is it possible that the parts 
of an organism should behave so very differently 
from the parts of inorganic things? There is no 
mystery here if a single vital principle continues to 
actuate the organism. Unless it does so there is not 
merely mystery but miracle. 

But IS there really any greater mystery here than 
in many other facts which science accepts without 
question? Is there really anything mysterious (in 
the sense of unusual or irrational) in the fact that 
entities forming part of a certain whole exhibit differ- 
ent characteristics from those which they show as 
members of some other whole? if a silk handker- 
chief and a piece of amber are rubbed together, 
the result will be that electrical phenomena appear. 
But neither the amber nor the handkerchief is 
itself electrical, and yet there is electricity when 
they are connected in a certain way. It is not un- 
usual to talk of the latent electricity which appears 
on occasion of the .rubbing of these two, but 
to talk in this way is not to think. And even 
if the theory were true it would not prove that a 
single vital principle animates each particular organ- 
ism, but only that when certain particles of matter 
become connected in the form and fashion of an 
organic body there latent life will become actual. 
This difficulty, accordingly, is not really serious. 

In short, altl^ugh the behaviour of organisms is 
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very different from that of inorganic matter, and may 
very well require distinctive principles of explanation, 
it does not follow, in any way, that these new prin- 
ciples are absolutely heterogeneous from the old. They 
need not differ more from the old than, ‘let us say, 
tropism differs from gravitation or electricity from 
the laws of motion. And if they do differ, if it is 
false to call the body, as Descartes did, ‘ cette 
machine compos4e d’os et de chair,’ if they even, in 
some sense of that much-abused word, deserve to be 
called ‘ teleological,’ it does not follow that this 
‘ teleology ’ can only be explained by postulating the 
influence of a permanent psychical being. If such a 
being were really present neo-vitahsm would not 
differ from vitalism except in so far as it expresses 
itself in a more exact and guarded manner. A dis- 
tinct new entity would be presupposed, viz. conscious- 
ness! But there is no sufficient ground for supposing 
that such an entity is always present where life is. 
The reasons for believing so rest on very vague 
analogy, and on analogy which fails precisely at the 
points where it ought to be most helpful. The 
‘ psychoid ’ is a mongrel which skilfully conceals any 
conscious strain. There is no evidence that it is 
conscious in any degree. 

(3) If these arguments are sound, it will follow 
that it is a mistake in principle to maintain that the 
existent universe contains two classes of bemgs, the 
' mechanical and the purposive, if the word purpose 
implies anything that can truly be said to be con- 
sciousness. If we must subdivide in this way we 
should speak of the inorganic, the organic,^ and the 
conscious. The conscious, however, when it is found, 
is always found in alliance with an organism, and it 

^ ‘ The organic,’ in this sense, means the whole realm of living things. 
A distinction, however, may be drawn between their oTgamsat%on and their 
orgcmic constitution, A more accurate usage would therefore be to define 
* organic * as meaning carbon compounds, and to mention the characteristic 
of being orgamsed when describing living beings. 
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is therefore not unreasonable to suppose that con- 
sciousness is only a sub-class of life though not 
co-extensive with all life. We shall conclude this 
chapter by discussing the question. But we need not 
discuss it -at great length, because we have already 
been discussing it frequently. Wo were discussing it 
when we distinguished the self from the body, 'when we 
distinguished psychical endeavour from bodily sensa- 
tions which accompany it, when we showed that the 
central rdle of the body in action was only remotely 
analogous to that of feeling in the self. The nature 
of consciousness is to be a reference to an object. 
That is no part of the nature of the body. It is not, 
as such, conscious, and so far as it enters into relation 
with consciousness its being is to be an object for 
consciousness and an instrument of consciousness. 
The existence of the body may be a necessary con- 
dition for the existence of consciousness, but’ the 
nature of consciousness is fundamentally distinct 
from that of the body. 

Another distinction which might bo mentioned is 
the all-important one that cognitive processes may 
be valid and volitions may be right (from the point 
of view of ethics), while there is no sense in attribut- 
ing validity or moral rightness to processes of the 
body. Any one except a pragmatist or a materialist 
must assent to this statement, and the pragmatist 
would only dissent because he mistakes the way in 
which a process may lead up to and terminate in 
another process for the true awareness of the meaning 
of that process. I do not say that this is a universal 
characteristic of all consciousness. Conscious logic 
is often faulty, conscious action often wicked. The 
laws of logic are not the ways in which men always 
think, or the laws of ethics the ways in which they 
always act. It is not necessary to agree with 
Descartes when he says, ‘ As to the Reason or Sense, 
inasmuch as it^is that alone which constitutes us 
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men, and distmguishes us from the brutes, I am dis- 
posed to believe that it is to be found complete in 
every individual.’ ^ But the fact that truth or falsity, 
rightness or wrongness, are characteristic of some 
conscious processes though not of all, while they are 
never applicable to bodily processes, shows at least 
that somte conscious processes are not bodily processes, 
and supplements the independent arguments which 
prove that the two are distinct. 

When we come, in a later chapter, to consider the 
unity and continuity of psychical processes we shall 
find stiU further confirmation of the distinctions we 
have drawn here. Meanwhile, at the risk of repeti- 
tion, I should like to point out the bearing of the 
argument of the present chapter on the general 
question of the primacy of will in the economy of 
the self. If it is maintained that the differentia of 
selfhood, at any level, is that it is purposive, and 
that the absence of purpose distinguishes mere 
matter from the rest of the universe, then it is not 
unnatural to conclude that this distinguishing feature 
is the real essence of any being which is not mere 
matter. And if it is held further that purpose is the 
spring of life, then, because the self is alive, it is easy 
to draw the inference that all experiences are simply 
various manifestations of purpose. The arguments 
of this chapter, if they are sound in any respect, will 
suffice to prove that this interpretation is needless ; 
and so we may pass to the consideration of some 
other arguments in favour of the primacy of will. 

^ Discourse on Method^ Part I 



CHAPTER VII 

THE PRIMACY OP THE PRACTICAL REASON 

The two previous chapters have shown that the proofs 
of the primacy of will are drawn from a variety of 
sources, and that the ambiguity of the word ‘ will ’ 
IkS partly responsible for this result. It may seem 
gratuitous, therefore, to introduce a phrase which is 
possibly still more ambiguous, i.e, the practical reason. 
When Schopenhauer maintains that the will is the 
thing in itself and everything else an appearance 
derived from it, he means by the will an insatiable 
impulse to life, something, in fact, very like Bergson's 
Sian vital. This sense of will, whatever it is, is 
clearly different from volition in the narrower sense 
which is peculiarly relevant to ethical choice. On 
the other hand, when Kant tries to prove the primacy 
of the practical reason over the speculative he is 
referring to this narrower sense strictly. Closer 
inspection will show, however, that the difference is 
not so great as might be supposed, at least with 
regard to the way in which these authors define their 
terms. The will, for Kant, is synonymous with the 
practical reason. ‘ Everything in nature works 
according to laws. Rational beings alone have the 
faculty of acting according to the conception of 
laws, that is, according to principles, i.e. have a will. 
Since the deduction of actions from principles 
requires reason,# the will is nothing but practical 
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'reason.’ And Kant also says, ‘ The appetitive faculty is 
the faculty of being by means of one’s ideas the cause 
of the objects of these ideas. The faculty which a 
being has of acting according to its ideas is life.’ ^ It 
is strange that any one should have adopted a definition 
of life which implies that honeysuckle, being alive, 
is, through its ideas, the cause of the object of ^ 
these ideas. But thus it was. And although j 
causation through ideas is not identical with action f 
according to the conception of law, still the gulf 
between them is not impassable. 

For the rest, I have chosen the title of this chapter 
in order to Emphasise the precise nature of the 
subject considered in it. I wish to deal with the 
meta/physical arguments for the primacy of will, and 
I shall keep in mind principally the treatment of 
the question during the great constructive period of 
German philosophy. From this point of view it is 
most convenient to follow our authors in chronological 
order. ' The reader will remember the well-known 
saying that the history of philosophy is thought itself 
taking its time. 

The primacy of the practical reason is the keystone 
of the arch of the Kantian system, at least so far as 
that appears in the first two Critiques. Kant’s 
thesis is that the practical reason has the first place in 
comparison with the speculative, and this assertion of 
the secondary importance of the intellect as compared 
with the will forma the thread of continuity between 
all the arguments that call for mention in this 
chapter. Kant did not, indeed, contend that there 
are two distinct entities, the theoretical and the 
practical reason. On the contrary, he held that one 
and the same reason has both a practical and a 
theoretical use. But the practical use of reason has 

^ Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic ofMoTals^ Abbott’s translation, 
p. 29. 

2 Introduction to the Metaphysic of MoralSt Abbott, p» 265. 
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the prerogative of being the first determining 
principle. 

In ethical choice we are confronted with &f<xct of 
pure reason, the fact that it is practical. To act 
rightly is to. act in accordance with the conception 
of universality, and such action must be universal 
in a double sense, since it must apply to every rational 
being, and also in every possible circumstance. Any 
exception, in either sense, destroys the universality. 
Nor is it enough that the action should, in point of 
fact, be universal in these ways. A man may keep all 
the ten commandments from a wrong motive. The 
important point is that the agent shotfld choose the 
act because of the universality. He must do it 
because he wills it to be universally practised ; and 
so‘ it is permissible to argue that action is morally 
right if and so far as the concept of universality is 
the determining principle. When that occurs we have 
the ‘ fact of pure reason,’ and the existence of such 
a fact must be admitted. True, it may be impos- 
sible to prove that any given action is wholly and 
completely right. Some empirical and, therefore, 
non-rational motives might have helped to determine 
it. Some alloy of self-interest might have entered, 
as in the cases when a man knows that doing his 
duty will also conduce to his own advantage. Such 
an I act, according to Kant, would not be a perfect 
instance of ethical action. Universality would not 
have been the sole determining principle. But 
it would clearly be absurd to argue that because 
wo can never prove that a given action is completely 
disinterested, we should therefore conclude that action 
is never disinterested in any degree. We may, then, 
admit this fact of pure reason. 

Since the basis of Kant’s argument is the fact of 
moral choice, it seems a clear duty to consider whether 
he really gives an accurate account of that fact. 
Fortunately, howi^er, the most serious objections 
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refer only to the sufficiency of his account, and its 
insufficiency need not affect the validity of his 
further argument. It is true that his conception of 
universality may require reinterpretation. There are 
no good grounds for maintaming that any action must 
be right for all agents in all circumstances. It is 
generally a duty not to commit suicide, but a 
community has a right to anticipate its fate at the 
hands of a savage foe if further resistance is hopeless, 
and capture would involve something worse than 
death. It may be A’s duty to take a holiday after 
working all the summer It need not be B’s duty, 
for B may hsfve had his holiday, and in that case 
there is a relevant difference. But if Kant mis- 
interpreted the universality implied in right action, 
the necessity of universality, rightly interpreted, 
remains unaffected. Right action is universal in 
the sense that if it is right for A to perform a 
particular action it is also right for B, unless there 
is a relevant difference in B or his circumstances. 

Right action, then, must be universal, but Kant 
was wrong in subordinating value (or goodness) to 
universality, although it is a misunderstanding of his 
position to censure the categorical imperative because 
it is ‘ formal.’ Kant maintained explicitly that every 
act has its material or object.^ He did not treat of 
willing in general, but of the willing of this or that. 
"What he held was that the specifically moral element 
of an action lies in the fact that it was performed, 
not to attain some particular end, but because of its 
universality. But any action can be universahsed. 
It is consistent, whether or not it is psychologically 
possible, to choose to act so as to bring about the 
maximum amount of misery to ourselves and others. 
Universahty, then, is only one characteristic of a moral 
act, and value is the other. The act must be chosen 

^ Yide Cnhme of Practical Meason, Book I. chap, ii., *0f the Concept 
of an Object of Pure Practical Keason.* • ^ 
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on account of its value as well as on account of its 
universality. This, however, is only a qualification, 
not a denial, of the ‘ fact of pure reason.’ The 
universality, and probably the value also, imply the 
presence of. reason, and consequently the logical 
grounds of Kant’s argument remain as they were. 

What, then, are these grounds ? The fact of pure 
reason, Kant contends, means that pure reason deter- 
mines action in time or, negatively, that there is 
freedom, since freedom implies the initiation of an 
action in time in a way that is not entirely explicable 
in terms of preceding events in time. Pure reason be- 
longs to the intelligible world, it is the thing in itself, 
it is a noumenon. Events in time are phenomena be- 
longing to the sensible world. How is it possible that 
the noumonal world or the world of pure reason, the 
‘ intelligible character,’ can determine the sensible, 
especially in view of two difiieulties : (1) that cause 
and effect, strictly speaking, refer to phenomena only ; 
and (2) that they hold universally of the phenomenal 
world, so that ‘ freedom,’ in the sense defined above, 
seems impossible. How can these two worlds unite 
together in the mysterious bond of the moral ■ 
judgment? _ 

The Critique of PureReason had shown that pheno- 
mena are the only things which can be known as 
objects. The intelligible world can, therefore, never 
bo known as an object. But the fact of freedom (to 
which we have already referred) makes the Practical 
Reamn give a clue to the explanation of the world 
which the speculative reason by itself could not 
furnish. The speculative reason shows that freedom 
(or, positively, determination by the noiimenal) is 
possible, but cannot show that it is actual. The 
fact of moral freedom, or of right action, does more 
than this. It shows that such determination is 
actual. Tlie practical reason, therefore, has primacy 
over the theoreticaj inasmuch as it goes further than 
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tlie speculative. It gives us fuller light upon the 
nature of the universe and, in particular, upon that 
portion of the universe which We call ourselves. 

The argument is not an easy one to follow, and 
the principal difiBculty attachmg to it* is the very 
perplexing problem of the precise sense in which the 
possibility of noumenal determmation (acknowledged 
by the speculative reason) is relevant to particular 
cases of moral choice ; and, clearly, the performance 
of a man’s duty is always specific and determinate. 
Many of Kant’s critics, indeed, maintain that the 
speculative reason (on Kant’s definition of it) cannot 
logically admit even the possibility of freedom, but 
Kant’s consistency, on this head, may be readily 
defended. While we cannot know what noumena 
are or, in other words, can never demonstrate the 
precise nature of the ‘ intelligible character,’ we can 
know that they are. We can prove that phenomena 
are conditioned, and therefore know that they have 
conditions, although the intrinsic nature of these con- 
ditions baffles the understanding. And so we have 
not merely the noumenon, but the causa noumenon. 
Noumena are the ground^ of phenomena, and 
determine the character of the existence of phenomena, 
although we do not, and could not, know the precise 
manner in which they do this. There is even a certain 
analogy between the determination of noumena and 
empirical causality. For the noumenon is the ground 
of the phenomenon, determining how it occurs. It is 
not strictly an antecedent, since it is not in time, but 
it is a condition. And, in this instance, one term at 
least is phenomenal, namely, that which is determined. 
In causation, in the strict sense, both cause and 
efiect are phenomena. 

It is possible, then (indeed we may have reason to 
believ^), that the intelligible determines the pheno- 
menal. We cannot tell how it does so, but we may 

^ Cf. Cnhqm of Judgment, Bernard’s transAation, p. S9, note. 
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know that it does so. But it is muck more difficult 
to see how we can know that this determination 
makes a special difference in particular cases. That 
the whole realm of phenomena (so far as it can be 
called a whole) should be determined by noumenal 
conditions does not affect particular causal laws. By 
their means we spell out phenomena and phenomena 
only ; the noumenal determination is a general con- 
dition of all phenomenal connection and consequently 
is irrelevant to the special connections between special 
classes of phenomena. But when we come to freedom 
all seems changed. Kant has clearly particular cases 
in his mind;^ he speaks of the act of rising from 
one’s chair ; and, as we have seen, no other sense of 
freedom would be relevant to morals. It would seem, 
tlion, that the specifically ethical facts upon which 
Kant bases his doctrine of the primacy of the practical 
reason are the weakest part of the foundation of his 
system. At the same time it is not unmtelligible 
that, although all phenomena are determined by 
the intelligible, some phenomena should show this 
determination more clearly than others ; and a man’s 
acts in the concrete, so far as determined by con- 
siderations of duty, might possibly be of this kind. 

Indeed, a possibility of this sort may obviate an 
objoction which, doubtless, has already occurred. to 
the reader. The objection is that there is never any 
meaning in saying that reason determines anything, 
determines it to act, that is to say, or causes any 
event to be what it is. An act of volition may cause 
a subsequent movement or train of thought, and this 
act may choose to follow the dictates of reason. But 
reason, in the sense of the intelligible connection, 
which is the ground of the choice, does not determine 
at all. The intelligible connection is there, whether 
we are aware of it or not, whether we choose it or 
not, and if it is a non-temporal connection, as Kant 

1 VUe tlis of the Third Antinomy. 
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supposes it to be, it cannot determine at one time 
rather than at another. But this is exactly what 
the actual volition does. The volition occurs in time 
and determines subsequent action. All causation, 
therefore, even that involved in right action, occurs 
at definite points in time and is therefore, on Kant’s 
theory, phenomenal and not noumenal. 

But, even granting this, it is clear that reason, on 
Kant’s conception of right action, would determine 
such action in a way in which it does not determine 
other actions, &.g. the actions of a somnambulist. 
It is quite true that this intelligible connection, this 
universality, this reason, cannot be said to be a cause 
in the ordinary sense of the words. But Kant never 
maintained that it was a cause in the ordinary sense. 
On the other hand, reason does determine. If we 
choose a certain course because it is rational, then 
the rationality is a condition of our choice. The 
choice is a conscious choice and refers to the rationality 
of that which is chosen. Unless the choice referred 
to this rationality, and unless the rationality were 
the reason for the existence of the choice, that 
particular choice would not occur. There is sense, 
therefore, in maintaining that reason determines the 
choice of right action. And it is theoretically possible 
that such action could be explained by psychological 
rules of cause and effect, while at the same time it 
would be true that some particular psychical processes 
had also the quality of vahdity (ethical or speculative),^ 
and therefore were determined by reason. 

I cannot see, however, that this admission proves 
the primacy of the practical reason. For, in this 
sense of the word, reason determines true belief just 
as surely as it determines right choice, and, indeed, 
the true belief that such and such an action can be 
universalised is a necessary pre-requisite of the; right 
choice itself. The right choice may certainly deter- 
mine opr behaviour with respect to Jieings other than 
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ourselves. It •will make a difference to the rest of 
the universe, and the true belief (apart, of course, 
from its expression) will not. But so far as the 
question of determination by reason goes, belief and 
choice are on the same level, and if there is any 
primacy of volition in the life of the self the reasons 
for that primacy are only those reasons for the 
primacy of the experience of activity which we dis- 
cussed in the fifth chapter. 

On the whole, then, Kant has failed to prove that 
the practical use of reason has primacy over the 
theoretical. If his aim were to discover indisputable 
evidence of the way in which reason determines th©^ 
life of the self, he would find this evidence as clearly 
in true knowledge as in right action. And even if 
reason does appear in a purer form in right action 
than in right thinking, since reason dictates in morals 
while in knowledge it only interprets and is indis- 
solubly linked with sense, that in itself would not 
prove the primacy of will. The fact of morality 
would give us more striking evidence than the fact 
of true knowledge, but it would not prove that the 
practical use of the reason is in fact constitutive in 
a sense in which the theoretical is not. It only 
proves that we cannot obtain our evidence as clearly 
in the latter case as in the former. 

It is possible, however, that the Critique of 
Judgment throws further light on the question, from 
the point of view of will in the broad sense of 
'purpose if not from the narrower one of ethical 
decision, and in view of Kant’s relation to some of 
his successors, it is necessary to indicate, by means of 
quotations, the precise sense of the terms he uses. 

‘ The Will, regarded as the faculty of desire, is, in 
fact, one of the many natural causes in the world, 
viz. that cause which acta in accordance with concepts. 
All that is represented as possible (or necessary) by 
means of a wiU^ is called practically possible (or 
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necessary) ; as distinguished from the physical possi- 
bility or necessity of an effect, whose cause is not 
determ in ed to causality by concepts (but in lifeless 
matter by mechanism and in animals by mstinct). 
Here in respect of the practical it is left urwietermined 
whether the concept which gives the rule to the 
causality of the will, is a natural concept or a con- 
cept of freedom.’ ^ Kant proceeds to argue that the 
two realms of Understanding and Reason {i.e. our 
knowledge of phenomena and of freedom) do not 
conflict with one another, but that each plays its 
distinctive part. In saying so he merely restates 
the conclusions of his previous Metaphysic, but he 
enters on new territory when he explains why, for 
the purposes of our knowledge, the two realms are 
not really one whole. ‘ That they do not constitute 
one realm, arises from this, that the natural concept 
represents its objects in intuition, not as things in 
themselves, but as mere phenomena ; the concept of 
freedom, on the other hand, represents in its Object a 
thing in itself, but not in intuition.’ ^ ‘ There must, 

therefore, be a ground of the unity of the supersensible, 
which lies at the basis of nature, with that which the 
concept of freedom practically contains ; and the 
concept of this ground, although it does not attain 
either theoretically or practically to a knowledge of 
the same, and hence has no peculiar realm, nevertheless 
makes possible the transition from the mode of 
thought according to the principles of the one to that . 
according to the principles of the other.’ ® The aim of 
the Critique of Judgment is to find the bridge which 
spans these two worlds. 

Accordingly, it is easy to see, if we consider the 
question carefully, that the Critique of Judgment, 
despite its insistence upon teleology and purpose, can 
only throw light indirectly on the question of the 

Oft 

^ Cntique of Judgment, Bernard's translation, p 7. 

2 Ibid. pp. 11, 12. pp. 12, 13 

M 
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primacy of will. It does not seek to prove that 
primacy but, on the contrary, presupposes it. The 
causa notimenon, freedom, does determine the causa 
phenomenon, mechanism and desire. The question 
is only hovf- any relationship is possible between things 
so disparate as the objects of sense and tlie objects 
of reason ? How can phenomenal nature be adapted 
to intelligible nature? And Kant’s answer is that 
some of our experiences serve to show, subjectively 
at least, that such a harmony occurs in fact, and 
therefore it is reasonable to assume that the general 
characteristics of this subjective harmony may furnish 
a clue to the general question of the relation of the 
sensible to the supersensible. In aesthetic judgments 
the beauty of the object contemplated spells a harmony 
between the mere form of that object and our sub- 
jective faculties ; and. the purposiveness of nature, 
as seen especially in the adaptation of living things 
to their environment, seems analogous to the harmony 
between our purposes and our environment. Or we 
may put the question in another form. Granting 
that the practical reason has the primacy in the 
determination of the nature of the cosmos, have we 
any analogies in experience for this unity ? Is there 
any intuition which is adequate in any respect to 
symbolise the whole? The answer is that some 
intuitions may be adequate in some particulars, 
though all are imperfect. 

In his discussion of the organic realm Kant 
introduces many of the arguments which the writings 
of the neo-vitalists have made familiar to us, and 
he is much more acutely aware of the philosophical 
significance of his arguments than they usually are. 
To illustrate this I shall quote a passage of some 
length. ‘ In a watch one part is the instrument for 
moving the other parts, but the wheel is not the 
effective cause for the production of the others ; no 
doubt one part *i8 for the sake of the others, but it 
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does not exist by their means. . . . Hence a watch 
wheel does not produce other wheels, still less does 
one watch produce other watches, utihsing foreign 
material for that purpose ; hence it does not replace 
of itself parts of which it has been deprived, nor 
does it make good what is lacking in a first formation 
• by the addition of the missing parts, nor if it has 
gone out of order does it repair itself — all of which, 
on the contrary, we may expect from organised 
nature. An organised being is, then, not a mere 
machine, for that has merely moving power, but it 
possesses in itself formative power of a self-propagating 
kind which it communicates to its materials though 
they have it not of themselves ; it organises them, 
in fact, and this cannot be explained by the mere 
mechanical faculty of motion. We say of nature 
and its faculty in organised products far too little if 
we describe it as an analogon of art ; for this suggests 
an artificer external to it. Much rather does it 
organise itself and its organised products in every 
species, no doubt after one general pattern but yet 
with suitable deviations, which self-preservation 
demands according to circumstances. We perhaps 
approach nearer to this inscrutable property, if we 
describe it as an analogon of life ; but then we must 
either endow matter, as mere matter, with a property 
which contradicts its very being, or associate therewith 
an alien principle standing in communion with it (a 
soul). But in the latter case we must, if such a 
product is to be a natural product, either presuppose 
organised matter as the instrument of that soul, 
which does not make the soul a whit more com- 
prehensible, or regard the soul as artificer of this 
structure, and so remove the product from (corporeal) 
nature. To speak strictly, then, the organisation of 
nature has in it nothing analogous to the causality 
we know.’ ^ 

^ Ontiqm of JudgiTwnt^ Bernard’s translatidii, pp. 278-279. 
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The latter part of this quotation shows that Kant 
was fully aware that the aims of explanation are not 
served at all by postulating a teleological factor (or 
a soul) to explain the behaviour of living organisms, 
while the former part gives an admirable resume of 
the type of argument which we have discussed in the 
preceding chapter. It is probable, 1 think, that the 
conclusions of the Critique of Judgment are too weak 
for the weight of evidence which he brought to bear. 
The difficulties of understanding the purposiveness 
of organic life — this purposiveness without a purpose 
— are so great that our intellects cannot cope with 
them. ‘By the constitution and the prinoi^les of 
our cognitive faculty we can think of nature, in its 
purposive arrangements which have become known 
to us, in no other way than as the product of an 
Understanding to which it is subject.’^ Purposive- 
ness in Nature (which, for Kant, means adaptation), 
whether specific or general, can only be thought, he 
maintains, according to the effete princdplos of the 
argument from design, and these are necessarily 
inadequate. Hence the moral proof of the existence 
of God is ultimately the only one in which our reason 
can rest. There is no way, in the end, in which we 
can adequately represent to ourselves the determina- 
tion of the sensible realm by the supersensible. The 
facts of morality are our only ground for believing 
in this determination, and we cannot, even in this 
case, know how the determination is realised. It 
follows therefore that the basis of the pi-imacy of 
will, if there be such a basis or such a primacy, is to 
be found in the Critique of Practical Reason and 
not in the Critique of Judgment. I have introduced 
the question partly because it explains the historical 
origin of certain post-Kantian arguments in favour 
of the primacy of will, and partly because the argu- 
ments from purposiveness in nature, as we have 

1 OrUiqm of Judr/AUt Bernard's translation, p. 369. (Italics mine.) 
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already seen in tEe preceding chapter, seem relevant 
to the issue. There is no warrant in Kant himself 
for supposing so. He is positive in maintaining that 
instinct at least is unconscious, and therefore no part 
of the self or of the will. As we have seen, however, 
his definitions of life and of desire seem very closely 
connected with his definition of will ; and so it may 
be true that if Kant had fully appreciated the force 
of his own arguments he would have remodelled his 
position and accepted much which he in fact rejected. 
Schopenhauer, for instance, accuses the Critique of 
Judgment, not of error, but of incompleteness, and 
he criticises this incompleteness so tartly that we 
cannot help suspecting the presence of motives of 
personal jealousy. ‘ In the Critique of the Teleo- 
logical Judgment, on account of the simplicity of 
the matter, we can recognise perhaps more than 
anywhere else Kant’s rare talent of turning a thought 
this way and that way, and expressing it in a 
multitude of different ways, until out of it there 
grows a book.’ ^ The work, he continues, is incom- 
plete, especially because it fails to seek for a principle 
which ‘ would recognise both in the mechanical 
(according to law) and the apparently intentional 
effects of nature one and the same ultimate principle, 
which might serve as the. more general ground of 
explanation of them both. Such a principle I hope 
I have given by establishing the will as a real thing 
in itself; and in accordance with it . . . especially 
in my wprk On the Will in Nature, the insight into' 
the inner nature of the apparent design and of the 
harmony and agreement of the whole of nature has 
perhaps become clearer and deeper.’ ® Schopenhauer, 
like the Psalmist, is wiser than his teachers. 

He was not, however, the only successor of Kant 
who believed in the primacy of will. An earlier, and 

^ The Wcrrld as W%ll md Idea, English translation, vol. u. p. 166 
» aid. pp. 168-169 . 
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a greater, was Fichte, who sought to show that the 
being of knowledge itself depends upon activity. His 
metaphysic, certainly, is very different from Schopen- 
hauer’s. Indeed, it seems a historical travesty to link 
their names together, since Schopenhauer rarely missed 
an opportunity for sneering at Fichte, and even at 
Fichte’s personal honesty. But both contended for 
the primacy of will, although on quite diverse grounds, 
and therefore they agree verbally at all events. It 
need not surprise us if we find that some Voluntarists 
agree in no other way. 

The best short statement of Fichte’s views is found 
in his two introductions to the Wissenschajislehre} 
These views are especially interesting because they 
purport to be an exact philosophical interpretation of 
the self. Fichte did not mean the individual self. 
He did not mean, as Heine unkindly suggested, the 
particular ego called Johann Gottli&b Fichte. But 
the self (more accurately self-hood) must be the basis 
of every idealistic system ; and every system which is 
not idealistic must fail inevitably, according to Fichte, 
because it cannot do justice to the reality of self. It 
soon finds itself forced to degrade the self to the status 
of an accident of the world. A philosophy which 
does not begin with the self can never reach it. A 
philos(^hy which begins with it can reach everything 
else. The Ich an sidx, must replace the Dhig an sich ; 
and the proof lies in the completion of the idealistic 
. system. 

Now the fundamental fact in the life of the self is 
the fact of freedom. It is true that we are conscious of 
a multitude of ideas, which are subject to the law of 
causality, and accompanied by the feeling of necessity. 
These we call Experience or, rather, Erfahrung. 
But it is the business of every philosophy to stand 
above experience in the sense of Erfahrhng. It 
seeks to make Erfahrung intelligible, and exhibit its 

e » Published ia 1797. 
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real ground. This ground is the absolute spontaneity 
and freedom of tbe self. ‘ Intelligence as such, is 
aware of itself, and this vision of itself is directly 
united to everything which enters into it ; and the 
nature of intelligence consists in this unmediated 
union of being and vision. Whatever is in intelli- 
gence and, in general, the very essence of intelligence, 
is to be for intelligence, and intelligence is only in- 
telhgence in so far as it is, in this way, for itself I 
think this or the other object ; but what is this object, 
and how do I appear to myself in this act of think- 
ing ? Only in one way : I bring some determinations 
of myself into prominence when the object is a mere 
fabrication ; or they are present without my aid when 
the object is reahty ; and I am aware of thus bring- 
ing them forward or of this being. The objects 
ar^ in me only in so far as they enter into my self- 
cognition ; self-cognition (Zusehen) and being are 
indivisibly united.’ ^ 

The original fact of the self — or rather, as we shall 
see in a moment, the original act thereof — is some- 
thing still more ultimate than self-consciousness, in 
the sense of Selbsthewusstsein. The original datum 
is the return of the ego into itself. ‘ It is through 
this act first of all, and through it only, through an 
act upon an act which does not presuppose any 
anterior act, that the ego is originally for itself. It 
is only for the philosopher that it is present as a fact 
because he has already constructed the whole of ex- 
perience.’^ But what is the nature of this return 
upon itself ? ‘ It is not conceptual knowledge, for 

that comes into being with the opposition to a not- 
self, and with the determination of the ego through 
this opposition. It is therefore mere intuition.’® 
This original act is called by Fichte intellectual 
intuition, and he regards it as the true and proper 

^ ErsU EinUUung) p. 436 

^ Zwe%ie E%nleitu')%g, p 409 ^ ^ lh%d p. 469. 
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interpretation of Kant’s unity of apperception. But 
although the phrase suggests the primacy of intellect 
rather than that of will, Fichte considers his doctrine 
akin to the practical, not to the theoretical reason. 
The self is ^ first of all an act, and by its action it 
comes to know. The modern reader will find an 
interesting parallel between Fichte and Bergson in 
this connection, not merely with regard to the general 
dependence of intellect upon activity but even with 
regard to details. Let us take this passage : ‘ I 
should like to know how those who in mentioning 
intellectual intuition adopt the fashionable view of 
its nature think of the consciousness of ethical laws, 
or how they could construct the notions of right or 
of virtue which they doubtless possess. According 
to them there are two kinds of a priori intuition. Time 
and Space, and without a doubt they construct tljese 
notions m Time, the form of the inner sense : but the 
notions are clearly, on their view, not Time itself but 
a certain filling of Time. But what is this filling of 
Time which underlies their construction? Nothing 
remains for them except space, and so their “ right ” 
must apparently bo something rectangular and their 
virtue round like a circle, just as every concept of 
sense intuition which they construct (as for example 
a tree, or an animal, or the like) are nothing but 
limitations of space. Accordingly they cannot really 
think of right or virtue at all. What then is the 
(real) ground of their construction? If they pay 
attention they would see that it consists of action or 
of freedom.’ ^ 

in this passage there is an emphasis upon ethics 
which is not found in Bergson, but both agree in 
their insistence upon activity and in their denial 
that space by itself can be the true basis of reality. 
If Bergson is translated into terms of ethics, his 
argument reads as if it were Fichte’s, a fact which 

Zweite MnkUung, p» 467* 
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IS not surprising when we remember the relation 
of both of them to Kant. The doctrine that the 
intellect is especially concerned with space and time 
in the sense in which these are employed in physics 
depends, directly, as in Fichte, or mdirectly, as 
probably in Bergson,^ on that marriage between the 
categories and the forms of sensibility in the Under- 
standing on which Kant insists so pertinaciously. 

But life IS wider than Ethics, and therefore, per- 
haps, Bergson is wiser than Fichte. Let us, howeTer, 
consider Fichte’s exposition of his fundamental 
position in fuller detail. As it is impossible to state 
Fichte’s position more lucidly than Fichte himself, I 
shall content myself with givmg two somewhat 
lengthy quotations from him : 

‘ Now this whole procedure of the philosopher 
seems, to me at least, very feasible, very easy, very 
natural, and I can hardly see how it could appear 
otherwise to my readers, or how they could find any- 
thing strange or mysterious in it. It is to be hoped 
that each of them can think himself. It is to be 
hoped that he will become aware when he has come 
to this thought that he has come to something 
dependent upon his own activity, that is to say, that 
he will acL It is to be hoped that he wifi, be able to 
distinguish this activity from that which he sets 
against himself when he considers objects outside 
him, and to find that in the latter the thinking and 
that which is thought are opposed to one another, so^ 
that his activity must go towards something different 
from himself, whereas in the former connection the 
thinking and that which is thought are one and the 
same, and therefore his activity returns inward upon 
itself. It is to be hoped that he will understand 
that, since the thought of himself arises in this way 
and in this way only, and because, as he finds, quite 

^ Of. A. Lovejoy, ‘Some Antecedents of the Philosophy of Bergson,’ 
Mind, N.S. No. 88, pp. 465 ff. • 
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a different thought arises when he thinks of an object 
over against him — he will find that the thought of 
himself is nothing else than the thought of this 
activity, and the word self nothing else than the sign 
thereof : that the self and an activity which returns 
upon itself are identical concepts. It is to be hoped 
that he will comprehend this, even if he presupposes 
only problematically, as transcendental idealism does, 
that all consciousness depends upon self-consciousness 
and is conditioned thereby. That is a presupposition 
which he must make in any case, as surely as he 
but turns an attentive glance upon himself and rises 
to the level at which he requires a philosophy ; and 
its validity will be shown him categorically in 
philosophy itself through a complete deduction of the 
whole of experience from the possibility of self- 
consciousness. Accordingly he must think of this 
return upon himself as the presupposition of any 
other act of consciousness, as the condition thereof, 
or, which is the same thing, he must think that 
return upon itself as the most original act of the 
subjects. 'Jlie reason is that there can be nothing 
for him that is not in his consciousness, for anything 
else in that consciousness is conditioned by this act 
itself, and therefore cannot condition it again in 
the same connection. It is, therefore, for him, and 
entirely unconditioned, and thus an absolute act. 
Accordingly this presupposition, and this thought of 
the self as originally conditioned through itself, are 
’absolutely identical.’ ^ 

The second quotation, which is happily shorter, is 
chosen for the purpose of making this activity which 
returns upon itself a little more intelligible. Fichte 
himself admits that it is something too primitive 
(though not in a temporal sense) and too fundamental 
to be adequately explained by intellectual categories. 
These refer to an object, and thus presuppose a stage 

, i M^ste EinUUxmg^ pp. 461, 462* 
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of thought which is derived from, and therefore not 
identical with, the original activity of self-conscious- 
ness. The reader who is to understand Fichte must 
put himself freely into Fichte’s point of view, and 
then the vision will be vouchsafed him. Put certain 
descriptive phrases, however inadequate, and however 
cumbered by the implications of language, may set 
him upon the right track and stimulate him to 
exercise his freedom. The most telling passage 
occurs in the first introduction : 

‘Idealism explains, as has already been shown, 
the determinations of consciousness through the 
activity of intelligence. That on the theory is 
active and absolute, not passive. It could not be 
passive since it is the first and highest ground of 
what it postulates, and there is nothing anterior 
through whose influence it could be said to be 
passive. For the same reason no specific being or 
existence can be ascribed to this activity, since that 
is the result of an interplay of forces, and in the 
present instance there is nothing, and nothing can 
be supposed, with which the intelligence can ‘ be 
supposed to interact. Intelligence is for idealism 
a doing {Thun) and absolutely nothing more. It 
should not even be called an active thing {ein 
Thdtiges) since this latter expression implies a 
reference to some species of existence in which the 
activity dwells, , . Accordingly this is the pre- 

supposition of idealism. Intelligence acts, but, 
because of its own specific nature, can only act in a 
determinate way, and if, abstracting from action, we 
consider the necessary manner of acting, we may 
fittingly call it the law of activity. Therefore there 
are necessary laws of intelligence.’ ^ 

Fichte’s idealism, then, begins with an analysis of 
the Ich an sich, the fundamental act which lies at the 
basis of the intellect as we usually mean and intend 

^ Srste EmUitung^ pp. 440-%41 
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it. Whether the foundation is strong enough for 
the superstructure is not our present concern. Fichte 
may have deduced incorrectly from true premises ; our 
problem here is to examine their truth. The relation 
of the Icli »n sich to your self or mine is certainly a 
puzzling problem : so, for that matter, is Fichte’s 
account of the Anstoss} Our selves, in particular, 
seem to be born and to die in time and, therefore, 
they are, in a sense, passive. But even from the 
psychological standpomt they are also spontaneous, 
and we may grant, at least for the sake of argument, 
that Fichte’s analysis, if it is true, holds of any 
particular self. He maintains, then, that a ‘ free act ’ 
is the basis of the Ich an sich : that this act 
pertains to the practical reason, which is consequently 
the basis of the speculative. Let us examine this 
contention. 

We may admit that the speculative reason, or, in 
other words, conceptual knowledge implies a free act, 
whether this act be interpreted as the prius of the 
conceptual knowledge, or as part of it. It is free in 
the only legitimate sense of freedom. So far as we 
know, the way towards these acts is paved by pre- 
ceding events, but the acts may, none the less, 
initiate a new series. Intellect is partly tied down 
to its object, but only in part. If it be correct to 
say that a free act, an ‘ intellectual intuition,’ is at the 
basis of intellect, then Fichte is right in asserting this 
characteristic of freedom. The act is not a retainer 
*to anything else. When it exists, it exists for itself, 
in its own right. 

I confess that I do not see that there is any 
warrant for going behind this element in knowledge. 
Knowledge does not exist merely in fee of the object. 
It refers to the object freely. Fichte, on the contrary, 

^ Tke Amtoss (shock or collision) is the negative principle winch, accord- 
ing to Fichto, makes the original absolute act recoil upon itself, and so 
produce determinate knowledge. 
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maintains that knowledge imphes the relation between 
subject and object, and that this logically implies an 
Ich an sick behind, though not below, this distinction. 
That is the free act returning on its self which posits 
the object. The act is a prms even of the existence 
of the object, so that being is logically su'bsequent to 
activity. Omitting the second part of the contention 
for the moment, let us ask whether the first part 
really implies the primacy of the practical reason. 

It clearly does not have this implication if the 
‘ practical reason ’ be interpreted in Kant’s sense, 
which refers chiefly to deliberate choice. We can 
only choose in this way if we know what we are 
about,, and therefore Fichte’s act could npt will to 
let itself go unless it knew where it intended to go. 
Nor would any other sense of will allow him a better 
chance of success. In any sense in which will is an 
experience it refers to an object, and therefore requires 
an object just as much as the intellect does. If then 
there is primacy of will there is no ground, on Fichte’s 
premises, for believing that the will, as we mean and 
intend it, or as an experience, has this primacy, 
and it is surely gratuitous to add a metaphysical 
ambiguity to the psychological ones which already 
hamper clear thinking. And there are certainly no 
grounds in Fichte’s argument for believing in ethical 
idealism. Freedom, in the sense in which we know 
it, is a characteristic of the intellect as much as of 
the will. If a further free act, in Fichte’s sense, be 
logically implied, then that act is the basis both df 
intellect and will. It is distinct from, and behind, both 
knowledge and will, and is not itself either of them. 

The argument that activity is the basis of existence, 
and prior to it, falls under the same condemnation. 
If Fichte is right, then activity is prior to the exist- 
ence of the self, but not activity as an experience, 
nor will as an experience ; and it is hard to see what 
other sense of activity could be significant. It is 
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tempting to hold that to be is to be active, but that 
need only mean that nothing can exist unless it does 
something, a statement which is very likely true. 
True, the scholastic maxim ‘ operari sequitur esse ’ 
need not be, true in point of time, or in point of logic. 
We have no reason to suppose that things first exist, 
and then begin to move ; and although the motion 
of anything seems logically to imply its existence, 
there is no good ground for supposing that process 
is derivative upon existence. Process may be as 
fundamental, as necessary, and as universal as 
existence, and the extension of existence and process 
may necessarily be one and the same. Fichte’s 
argument, however, is on a different footing. His 
doctrine would seem to be that the subject is the 
logical prius of the subject-object relation. Students 
of philosophy will remember the impasse into 
which he was led in his attempt to provide further 
explanation. 

In passing from Fichte to Schopenhauer, we part 
company with ethics and come nearer to biology. 
The atmosphere is still Kantian in a manner, for 
the will is held to be the thing in itself, and, as we 
have seen, Schopenhauer was jealous of the way in 
which the Critique of Judgment encroached on 
biology and the analogies that can be drawn there- 
from. For Schopenhauer the primacy of will is 
unequivocal because it is the thing in itself; the 
intellect must assume a secondary place. But he 
Interprets the will which lies at the basis of nature 
with a laxity which makes it almost, if not quite, 
unintelligible. It appears in our consciousness as 
an impulse and a striving towards life, and thus it 
covers all experiences of activity. It also appears 
in instinct, although there it is unconscious of its end. 
When a short man marries a tall girl he does not 
know that the explanation lies in nature striving 
through him to pj^eserve the average. And the will 



vii THE PRACTICAL REASON 175 

alao appears in inanimate nature. The compass 
needle points to the pole because its action, like 
everything else, is the manifestation of will. 

Indeed, Schopenhauer’s most consistent position — 
and he is never very consistent — is that^ the will is 
in itself unconscious, but that the experience of 
striving comes nearest to reveahng its true nature : 
‘The will, as the thing in itself, constitutes the 
inner, true, and indestructible nature of man ; in 
itself, however, it is unconscious. For consciousness 
is conditioned by the intellect, and the intellect is a 
’ mere accident of our being. It is a function of the 
brain. The intellect is the secondary phenomenon ; 
the organism is the primary phenomenon . . . the 
will alone is the thing in itself.’ Schopenhauer’s 
argument, I think, may be stated somewhat as 
follows ; There must be a thing in itself, and the 
intellect is incapable of appreciating its nature. On 
the other hand, there is every reason to believe that 
this nature is immediately revealed in will, and this 
general thesis can be made more convincing by the 
proof that, at least in self-consciousness, the will has 
primacy. 

The first truth to realise is that the world as 
presented to us is idea and our idea. It appears to 
us under the conditions of our consciousness, and we 
. are immediately aware of it in the form of sensation, 
4 e. as a modification of our own bodies. But sensa- 
tion is not enough. We inevitably go farther and by 
means of the category of cause, with its implication^ 
of time and space, build a world for ourselves. We 
do so in and through reason, and without reason we 
could not even have precepts. But reason is feminine 
in nature ; it can only give after it has received, and 
the material on which it works is sensation. Hence 
the world as idea is subjective. It is not the real 
world. Mathematics and natural philosophy cannot 
raise us from the clay of ideas. , 
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But we cannot be satisfied with this realna of 
ideas : we want more than a world of shadows ; and 
the laws of cause and effect and the other appurten- 
ances of reason cannot bring us nearer the heart of 
things. They show us a crowd of strangers each 
introducing the other as a near relative. We want 
to know how we stand to the whole company. And 
■we want to know, if we can, the real soul of each 
member of the company. The laws of nature are 
derivative. They must depend upon an inner spring 
of nature, and the intellect can only recognise the 
laws : the inner spring is beyond its ken. This 
demand for something more than idea is rooted in 
our lives. We are living beings, and yet we appear 
to ourselves under the guise of ideas. We know our 
bodies as idea, and can read their changes according 
to laws of cause and effect. But we are not restricted 
to the way of ideas in perceiving these changes. Our 
bodies are also given to us as will, and thus we have 
the clue to the inner mechanism of the body. We 
are really will : our bodies are nothing but the will 
become visible: and voluntary action is only the 
•visible aspect of an individual act of will. ‘ Pheno- 
menal existence is idea and nothing more. All idea, 
of whatever kind it may be, all object, is phenomenal 
existence, but the will alone is a thing in itself. As 
such it is throughout, not idea, but toto gmere 
different from it; it is that of which all idea, all 
object, is the phenomenal appearance, the visibility, 
the objectification. It is the inmost nature, the 
kernel of every particular being, and also of the 
whole. It appears in every blind force of nature, 
and also in the preconsidered action of man ; and the 
great difference between these two is merely in the 
degree of the manifestation, not in the nature of that 
which manifests itself.’ ^ 

The question is, of course, what right Schopenhauer 

^ The World m Will mid Idea^ English translation, vol. i. pp, 142, 143. 
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has to this identification of the will with the thing 
^in itself. On one point he is clear. The will is not 
merely inferred. It is not an x, otherwise unknown, 
which is required to« fulfil certain conditions : ‘ The 
word will, which, hke a magic spell, discloses to us 
the inmost being of everything in nature, is by no 
means an unknown quantity, something arrived at 
only by inference, but is fully and immediately 
comprehended, and is so familiar to us that we know 
and understand what will is far better than anything 
else.’ ^ It is the 'prius even of force : for force is 
only an x inferred as the correlate of causation. 
With will it is otherwise; will is the txMQ principium 
individuationis, in itself one and indivisible, lying 
outside space and time and cause. Each man feels 
himself free but must think himself as determined. 
The reason is that h.Q feels himself to be will, and 
thinks himself as phenomenon. 

Schopenhauer insists^ then, that we do understand 
the will, but not by the way of ideas ; and it follows 
that there is no theoretical difficulty in maintaining 
both that we know will as the thing in itself, and 
that the intellect is acquainted with phenomena only ; 
for the source of our knowledge is difierent. This 
is the road of escape which is always sought by those 
who adopt a view hke Schopenhauer’s, and it is a very 
perilous one; the intellect and the intellect alone 
can judge whether the will, however known, is the 
thing in itself and the ground of phenomena. Grant , 
that we are aware of ourselves as will in a quite 
specific way, and it is still necessary to explain what 
right we have to believe that will is the ground of 
phenomena. If we define intellect, from the start, 
as that which employs the categories of space and 
- time and cause, in the mechanical sense, and employs 
no others, then, no doubt, we can proceed to 
depreciate the intellectual powers. But why should 

^ The World as Will and Idea, English translation, voh i. p. H4. 
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we ao define it ? We are manufacturing difficulties 
by adopting arbitrary restrictions. Moreover, excepf 
upon tMs arbitrary assumption, the fabric of 
Schopenhauer’s system melts away. It is true that 
we know* ourselves as idea or presentation, i.e. we 
have intellectual awareness of ourselveg ; and if the 
intellect is necessarily restricted to the forms of space 
and time conjointly, then our bodies are tbe only 
sort of ideas which could manifest ourselves. But 
we have seen reason to maintain that our bodies are 
not parts of ourselves, and hence that 'the intellect 
can not be restricted in the way Schopenhauer 
maintains. Moreover, how can it be maintained 
universally that the will is objectified in the body 1 
As Fichte would say, right would be square and 
virtue circular. If the grounds for our action are 
ethical how can they, as such, be objectified in 
space ? And again, it is clear that Schopenhauer’s 
doctrine involves an immense extension of the data 
supplied by consciousness. He would be the first to 
assert that much of the objectification of will in 
our bodies is not an objectification of conscious will. 
It is will only by analogy, and we have seen in the 
previous chapter how weak this analogy is. 

It is unnecessary to pursue this line of criticism 
further. If our previous argument is sound, Schopen- 
hauer has no right to assert either that we knoTV 
immediately and unambiguously what will is, or 
, that it is our real nature and explains our life and 
behaviour. If it is a magic spell, then the task of 
philosophy is to purge this spell of its magic. The 
will is not a revelation from heaven for the express 
benefit of perplexed metaphysicians. But it still 
remains possible that the will has the primacy in the 
life of the self and that Schopenhauer’s assertions are 
true though these particular reasons for them are 
faulty; and he makes other attempts to show that 
the will as such is primary, and the intellect necessarily 
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secondary. It may be, then, that we stall be able 
*to find valid arguments on this bead in Schopenhauer’s 
system, although they are absent in the general 
argument for that system. An appendix to the 
second book of The World as Will and Idea is 
devoted to the question of the primacy of will in 
self-consciousness, and we shall turn to it in our 
search for independent arguments. It is pleasing to 
note that Schopenhauer begins by saying that his 
arguments m this appendix are more important for 
the explanation of the mner man than a multitude 
of systematic treatises on psychology. 

There are twelve separate arguments mentioned, 
but some of them are not really independent of those 
we have already considered. The second of the 
twelve e.g. maintains that will is common to man 
and the animals, while intellect, in any developed 
sense, is man’s exclusive possession. And the 
inference which is presumed to follow is that the 
increasing complication of the human organism 
creates a multitude of wants which compel the 
development of intellect in order that they may be 
supplied. This, so far from being an independent 
proof of the primacy of will, is really an answer to 
a somewhat serious objection, namely, the importance, 
Apparently the independent importance, of the in- 
tellect. The reply is consistent enough provided the 
primacy of -mil has been proved, but otherwise it 
is impotent. Or, again, Schopenhauer maintains » 
that a man’s intellect slumbers and is weary, while 
his will is ceaseless and untiring. That is not true 
of will as a psychical experience, for, in that sense, 
it, too, may become nerveless and exhausted. The 
argument is plausible only if the previous metaphysic, 
and its interpretation of will, is accepted. 

Then, again, there are similes which are nothing 
, more. The intelhgence, we are told, is like the sun. 
It cannot illumine until its rays ^re reflected by 
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some object. There are, however, some independent 
arguments which require more than a passing mentionf 
and I shall select two of them because they seem to 
me to be most important. 

The first of those states that the intellect is only 
the tool of the will. It appears to guide, but in 
reality is determined by the will : ‘ To believe that 
knowledge really and fundamentally determines the 
will is like believing that the lantern which a man 
carries by night is the primum mohile of his steps.’ ^ 
The will sets the goal, the intellect only deciphers 
means. The intellect in a way supplies motives to 
the will, but does not penetrate into the secret work- 
shops of its purposes. It is not informed of all the 
facts. Consider how some unexpected joy or some 
momentary success changes the whole current of our 
thoughts : consider how the ‘native hue of resolution’ 
compels the intellect to proceed: consider how emotion 
and excitement, disturbing influences from the will, 
stir the calm pool of intellect till it is lost in a very 
whirlpool of uncertainty. The reality of will presses 
home on us. When and so far as the intellect attains 
its calm impartiality we cease to be real beings. We 
are like the gods on Olympus. When we descend 
into the arena of conflict we become real. If we are 
wounded, we bleed. 

This type of argument is the strongest that can 
1)0 adduced, and it" is on it that the consensus of 
„ psychologists to which I have referred in an earlier 
chapter, principally rests. It does not prove the 
primacy of will, oecause it refers equally to the primacy 
of feeling. Schopenhauer’s magic spell is not subtle 
enough to distinguish the twov The argument goes 
to prove that the kernel of the self is to be found in 
feeling and endeavour. In these experiences we are 
most real and are moat tensely aware of our personality. 
Hence these experiences are the most real part of the 

’ The World as <vud Idea, English translation, vol. ii. p. 440. 
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self. The self exists, and its existence is brought 
*home to us most prominently in these experiences. 
They are, therefore, its essence. 

It is true that in our feelings and actions we are 
essentially parts of the world. The strongtst feelings 
and the most insistent actions are bound up with our 
bodies, and these in turn are in direct contact with 
their environment. The intellect, on the contrary, 
may entertain plans which are bare possibilities, and 
consider universals which cannot be shown to be 
actual through the avenues of sense. But that is 
too little to establish the argument. If the contention 
be that the intellect is a relatively unimportant part 
of the life of most persons, then we may, perhaps, grant 
its truth. Few men devote much time to specula- 
tion, and few are capable of profiting greatly thereby. 
But if it is intended to decry cognition to the 
profit of feeling and endeavour, then surely it fails 
of its aim completely. Let us grant that we seem 
to be most real when we seem to deal with actualities. 
Even then perception has as good a claim as feeling or 
endeavour to deal with them, and the cognitive acts 
of perception are as truly parts of ourselves as acts of 
feeling and desire. The aggressive character of per- 
cepts, which Hume mistakenly called their vivacity, 
is as much a criterion of reality as the feelings and 
strivings connected therewith. And Schopenhauer’s 
examples do not really affect the argument. An 
unexpected joy changes the course of our thoughts.. 
It changes equally the course of our activities and our 
feelings, and we have no ground for believing that 
the joy is the sole agent in the case. It is joy con- 
nected with some new piece of information, and of 
this we must be cognitively aware. Cognition is 
essential to the presence of feeling or endeavour. 
Why, then, maintain that their importance is the 
greater ? 

Moreover, our activities may be ’directed towards 
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the contemplation of possibilities, and feeling must be 
connected with this process. These feelings and these 
activities may be less strong and less frequent than 
others, but they are not therefore less real. And it 
is an error fito suppose that the thought about a possi- 
bility is less real than the thought about what is actual. 
Let us suppose that philosophers and poets contem- 
plate nothing but possibilities. It does not follow 
that the thoughts of Spinoza or Wordsworth were 
less real than those of Napoleon, or that they were 
not selves as well as he. These grounds, I think, are 
sufficient to reject the ' argument. Cognition is as 
essential to the self as conation or feeling. Unless 
the three elements work together they will not 
work at all, and it is futile to assign the primacy to 
any one of them. The union and the interdependence 
is so close that it is a mistake even to attempt to 
assign them varying degrees of importance. In an 
organism the brain is possibly more important than 
the lungs, although both are essential. But the unity 
of psychical processes is closer than that of the parts 
of ail organism. 

Another argument is also of some importance. It 
maintains that in imputing blame to ourselves we 
are so far from reproaching ourselves with defects of 
intellect that we seek to show the presence of these 
as palliations of our offence. We impute our crime 
to ignorance or want of reflection, and in doing so 
^consider that we have relieved ourselves, at least in 
part, of our responsibility ; and this fact goes to show 
that the will is the really significant part of a man, 
and is considered to be so by himself and by others. 
Moral excellences, a man’s character, are his real self 
Excellences of intellect are gifts of nature or the 
gods. They may be rare and precious, but jbhey are 
extrinsic to the man. 

This argument, however, is so far from proving 
the conclusion it'' desires that it tells at least equally 



VII 


THE PRACTICAL REASON 


183 


in the opposite direction. When we estimate con- 
duct, then, no doubt, our actions only are relevant. 
Unless we have chosen the action we should rightly 
maintain that we are not responsible. But in the 
instance in question the choice is not in dispute. 
The man who acted in ignorance, or after *insufl6.cient 
reflection, does not deny that he chose to do as he 
did. What he maintains is that he had insufficient 
intellectual data for guiding that choice. He did 
not know enough, he did not take time enough to 
reflect. Had he known more, he would have acted 
otherwise. He admits in other words that knowledge 
is necessarily thi guide to action. He would admit, 
if pressed, that action is ethically unjustifiable, unless 
it is informed by knowledge. It does not follow, 
therefore, that the choice is more fundamental than 
the knowledge. He is responsible for the choice on 
the basis of knowledge. The fact that he is capable 
of guiding his choice by his knowledge is as clearly a 
part of himself as the choice itself is. True, he may 
urge that he is not responsible, because he could not 
have known this or the other circumstance. That is 
not a matter for himself alone. It may be due to 
chance. But just as knowledge requires an object, 
so responsible choice requires knowledge, and the 
argument, therefore, falls. 

It is impossible to leave this part of our subject 
without considering the theory of one who is often 
proclaimed the chief of the Voluntarists, and has 
even been called the greatest of the pragmatists. M. 
Bergson’s conclusions seem not unlike Schopenhauer’s. 
Both insist that action is ' the fundamental reality of 
the self and the world. Both depreciate the intellect, 
and represent it as a tool which, however useful, is 
incapable of coming into touch with reality. But 
while there are broad resemblances between Bergson’s 
conclusions and those of ‘Die Welt als Wille und 
Vorstellung,’ it is doubtful whe^er there is much 
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more than verbal agreement in the end. And it is 
also doubtful whether Bergson is, strictly speaking, a 
voluntarist. He seeks to dig more deeply into the 
self than ordinary psychological analysis can, and he 
finds, as a result of his excavations, somotliing which 
is perhaps,*'least inadequately, described by the word 
activity. But whatever this is, it is not conation, 
and it is not volition in the ordinary meaning of 
those words. It is something almost impalpable 
from its very simplicity, and if we try to translate 
it into ordinary psychological terms, it is as much 
cognition as anything else. Bergson’s attempt is not 
to reduce cognition to will but to explain how each 
of them implies, in the last analysis, something much 
more fundamental than either. The intellect, indeed, 
is inadequate, and must bo supplemented by intuition, 
but intuition is very far from being mere striving or 
resolve. 

In proof of this position it is enough to give an 
account of Bergson’s analysis of pure perception in 
Matibre €t mdmoire. That is his most important 
book, up to the present, and it lays the foundations 
of his further metaphysics. Pure perception, indeed, 
is not itself mind, since mind cannot exist without 
pure memory also. But it is a fundamental element 
in the analysis of mind, and the roots of Bergson’s 
voluntarism, if they exist, are to be found in it. 

Bergson, like many another philosopher before 
him, sets out from the problem of body and mind. 
The fundamental error, he thinks, is to suppose that 
those two are duplicates, one of another, and it is 
irrelevant in what precise form this duplication is 
held to exist. Epiphenomenalistic parallelism, e.g. 
which asserts that an inert series of sensations some- 
how accompanies and corresponds to a series of 
changes in the brain, is an uncouth miracle, and the 
dualism of common sense inevitably tends to be 
interpreted in the ^ame way. The fact of the exist- 
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ence of the conscious series, not to mention its 
function, becomes absolutely unintelligible. Eor 
idealism on the other hand (and it is plain that 
Bergson has the English empiricists chiefly in mind 
it is impossible to explain how the inner circle of 
subjective ideas can ever lead beyond itself. Ideas 
there are, but what of the world ? 

To overcome these difi&culties, he thinks it 
necessary to make a more penetrating analysis than 
has yet been made. If we consider our bodies, from 
the scientific point of view, we find that they exist, 
along with other physical things, in space and time. 
They are not separated from other things, but always 
interact with them. They are, in fact, centres of 
action. There is no mystery here. The connection 
between sensory and motor nerves is the fundamental 
fact for physiology, whether in respect to the cortex, 
or to the centres of automatic reflexes. The efferent 
nerves are in touch with the environment : their 
being is to be a motor response to the environment : 

, and the being of the afferent nerves is to lead up to, 
and to issue in, this response. The characteristic 
function of the body is really to be a centre of 
action which selects. The end-organ, and the nerves 
connected with it, do not react indifferently to all 
stimuli, as protoplasm does to all save magnetism. The 
end-organ reacts primarily to its adequate stimulus, 
the eye to light, the ear to sound. 

Now let us try to set aside the meaningless 
duplication of ideas on the one hand, and a physical 
world in space and time on the other. Let us make 
a concession to idealism. All reality is akin to 
consciousness. There are not two realms, one of 
conscidus presentations, and the other of physical 
things. The ultimate reality is something which 
partakes of both, but is neither. We ought to sup- 
pose that space and time, and the matter composing 

^ He IS also thinking of Kant in a 'lesser degree. 
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thorn, arc distorted constructions of the intellect, for 
they are constructions from selected percepts and 
have lost the fundamental continuity of the real. 
What exists, in the end, is an indivisible continuum. 
We may call it an ‘image' in the effort to get a 
neutral n arne. W ithout a doubt the material universe 
itself, defined as the totality of images, is a kind 
of consciousness which interpenetrates in the way 
we find in the depth of our own souls. Space and 
time, and that which is supposed to occupy them, 
cannot attain this union. If, then, we reinterpret 
the facts of physiology from this point of view, we 
find nothing inexplicable, and no duplication. Since 
the ultimate reality is something anterior to space 
and time in the usual sense, we are not, of course, 
concerned with the body in precisely the sense of 
the physiologist. Let us, then, suppose the body 
contracted, as it were, to a mathematical point, and 
all is plain. This point is a centre of action. Per- 
ception is a selection from the continuum. It must 
issue in action, and may be called ‘ action virtueMe,’ 
a sketch of action issuing in action. These terms 
are ambiguous only if wo read into them an illegitimate 
intellectual construction. The fundamental reality is so 
simple that it escapes the intellect : ‘ In representing 
reality to ourselves in this way, we do nothing but re- 
turn to the naive conviction of common sense. Every 
one of us began by believing that we enter into the ob- 
ject itself, that we perceive it in itself, and not in us.’ ' 

• The obvious objection to this analysis would run 
somewhat as follows. Bergson has tried to find 
something more ultimate than mind or body, and in 
so doing he has succeeded in obliterating the distinctive • 
meaning of mind. What is more, he cannot invest 
it with that meaning any more. He is like the 
magician in the fable. He has made the well yield 
water, but he has no spell to check the flow when he 

^ d wAmoirOi pp. 31, 32. 
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desires. If we keep to introspection, and there is no 
good reason for doubting its authority, then we cannot 
get behind the fact that there is all the difference 
in the world between action and the entertainment 
or the consciousness of a plan of action. The 
latter may issue in the former. Often, perhaps, it 
seems to have no other ofl&ce. But it is a distinct 
element which cannot be reduced to action. To say 
that perception, in any sense, is virtual action, is a 
Gontradictio in adiecto if it implies that perception 
is action, and a harmless platitude if it only means 
that perception issues in motor reaction. 

Such an objection is always open to the charge of 
ignoratio elenchi. Bergson has arrived at a point • 
of view more ultimate than that of the critic, and so 
he is proof against all missiles save those of his own 
kind. And this, I suppose, is the attitude which a 
defender of Bergson would adopt. ‘ This method of 
treating perception,’ Mr. Lindsay says, ‘naturally 
raises the objection that we are ignoring the element of 
consciousness and the fundamental difference between 
consciousness and action. But pure perception 
is not regarded as something existing by itself, but 
rather as one of the aspects of all intelligent action, and 
this method of treatment presupposes all along that 
intelligent action is a whole in which the two elements 
(5f consciousness (which implies time and memory) 
and action (which implies a system of movements in 
space) can be distinguished, each implying the other.’ ^ 
This reply hardly meets the point that cognition, jCfe 
an experience, is not activity, as an experience, and 
that the one cannot be reduced to the other. And 
• I do not see how that point can be met. Bergson 
may have arrived at something common to all 
experiences and more ultimate than any particular 
kind of experience, but, if so, he is going behind 
will, as well as going behind cognition. 

^ Ths Philosophy of Bergson^ pp.*L66, 167. 
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It is plain, indeed, that Bergson’s concession to 
‘ idealisna. ’ involves this implication. He is thinking 
of the duplication between presentations (in Hume’s 
sense or Kant’s) and the physical world (in the 
current scientific sense), and he abolishes the duplica- 
tion by insisting that the ultimate reality is simpler 
than either and partakes of the nature of both. 

It may be so, but, unfortunately, neither of these 
series is mind at all. Both of them are objects for 
mind, an image or presentation as much as a physical 
thing ; and if the two had a common basis and were 
fundamentally akin we should still be as far away 
from mind as ever. Mind can never be represented 
as a series of sensations or images : it refers to these 
as to other objects. Accordingly, Bergson’s analysis 
either omits mind altogether, or else presupposes it 
all the time. The distinction between presentations 
and the physical world is only part of the problem 
of mind and body, and if the more ultimate problem 
is still an enigma it docs not become less of an 
enigma by being overlooked. 

It is doubtful, therefore, whether Bergson’s theory 
commits him to Voluntarism, since ho arrives at 
something far deeper than conscious will as a result 
of his attempt to penetrate into the depths of the 
soul. On the other hand, the broad outlines of his 
general theory are certainly construed according to 
the tenets of Voluntarism, as is especially evident 
in the argument of L’ ^Ivolution criatrice. Homo 
sTxpiens is homo /after, and he is homo faber because, 
in the last resort, he is homo agens. The human 
intellect arises from a more ultimate matrix, whose 
nature is revealed in movement and action, and the * 
intellect falls under the same condemnation as its 
constructions of physical space and time. The critic, 
however, may be permitted to doubt whether these 
extreme consequences necessarily follow from the 
fundamental basis'of the theory. That the develop 
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ment of the intellect depends upon the necessity for 
supplying practical needs, and that these, in their 
turn, depend upon an impulse to be up and doing, 
is, as we have seen, incapable of proving that the 
intellect is the slave of practice now. And the 
grounds for Bergson’s depreciation of the intellect 
seem insufficient in other ways. The fundamental 
continuum, and the interpenetration of the eleSnents 
of mental life, on which he insists with so much force 
and truth, is certainly revealed in action, but is also 
revealed in perception and, accordmg to Bergson’s 
own theory, in everything that is covered by the 
term intuition. But intuition is not mere action, 
just as pure perception is not action, and the primacy 
of will cannot therefore be proved from the fact, if 
fact it be, that action reveals the nerve of the soul 
most profoundly. Moreover it is, to say the least, 
a moot point whether the intellect is really incapable 
of interpreting the fundamental continuity of the 
real. The intellect cannot do more than mterpret. 
It cannot perceive or intuite this continuity. But 
it may describe the continuity in terms which imply 
no contradiction, and have both relevance and mean- 
ing.' It is very unfortunate that Bergson should 
have devoted so much labour to his destructive 
criticism of intellectual attempts at the description 
of continuity, because this criticism remains the 
weakest point in his argument.^ He does not meet 
the arguments of modern mathematicians and logicians 
on their own ground, and consequently the arrows 
of his argument, if they can fly, cannot pierce. 

^ The proof of these dogmatic statements would, of course, require a 
volume I may lefer the reader to Mr KusseU’s pamphlet, entitled The 
Ph'iloso'phy of Bergson (which contains a reply by Mr. H. Wildon Carr), in 
order to show that Bergson and his opponents are entirely at cross-purposes, 
and that his arguments do not meet their contention. It is plain that no 
sane theory claims that the intellect %s its object, but only that it is capable 
of interpreting that object. And it is an obvious inference from this fact 
that any criticism of the intellect which depends on the assertion that it is 
static and not dynamic^ is wholly inept, since the interpretation of move- 
ment need not itself move Unfortunately this criticism seems a popular, 
but not inexact, formula for much that Bergson Ihys. 
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The aim of this and the two preceding chapters 
has been to establish a very simple conclusion. The 
question is whether will, in the broadest or the 
narrowest sense, is the essence of the self, and 
the discussion has proceeded on the assumption that 
the question is one of the interpretation of experiences 
known through introspection. The first step, therefore, 
is to* discover the precise nature of the relevant 
experiences, and the second to interpret the meaning 
and function which can be assigned to them. When 
the first step has been taken, it is plain, without 
further argument, that the experiences of will or 
activity are not the only experiences, and that the 
self cannot be said to consist of these alone ; nor can 
such experiences bo reduced to any other experiences. 
When, in the second place, we come to interpret 
those experiences, we find that there is no good reason 
for maintaining that they have a primacy over other 
experiences. All are necessary, and none of the 
principal classes of experiences seems to be more 
necessary than the others. This interpretation has 
necessarily involved the discussion of many theories. 
Many attempts have been made to extend the inter- 
pretation of will so far by analogy that it seems to 
be the basis not only of the self, but of the whole 
realm of organic existence. The arguments in favour 
of neo- vitalism are the most important of these 
attempts ; and detailed consideration shows that the 
analogy on which they are founded is extended too 
far to permit of real explanation. And, again, it has 
been held that will is the revelation of some more 
ultimate cosmic principle from which the self draws 
its life in the same way as all else. I have not 
tried to deny that there are such ultimate principles, 
whether Kant, or Fichte, or Schopenhauer or Bergson 
describes them best. But these, if they exist, have 
no closer kinship with will than with cognition or 
feeling. • 
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THE SELF AS KNOWEE 

Since an essential part of the argument in the pre- 
ceding chapters was a vindication of the importance 
of cognition in the economy of self-hood, it may seem • 
unnecessary to devote a chapter to the self as knower. 
Knowledge is included in cognition, and if the whole 
be justified, so is the part. Cognition, as we have 
seen, is co-equal with the other elements of experience. 

It cannot be reduced to the others nor shown to be 
merely a necessary adjunct of them. In short, the 
self IS a republic, at least at the level at which we are 
considering it now. Nothing seems to remain, there- 
fore, save perhaps the further analysis of cognition, the 
more precise statement of its place and lunction, or 
the criticism of any theories of cognition which imply 
that it, in its turn, has greater privileges than other 
elements of the self. These questions,., important as 
they are, have also been discussed mcidentally. In 
the attempt to discover what an experience is, we 
argued principally from the analysis of cognition. 
We saw that it is an act referring to an object, 
we discussed 'the meaning of the word ‘object’ ; we 
saw that cognition has various ‘ qualities ’ ^ (including 
such different experiences as those of entertaining a 
meaning, asserting it, and the like), and that it 
is a general term implying not merely intellectual - 
awareness, but the acts of perceiving, sensing, et id 

1 In the technical sense explained on p. 30. 
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germs omne. Similarly the function of cognition 
has been explained. It is the guide of conscious- life, 
whether that be willing, acting, feeling, or further 
thinking, ^d the third point has also been answered 
by implication. Arguments for the primacy of feeling 
or will are,* for the most part, indications of a revolt 
against the primacy of cognition, and the measure 
of truth they contain is sufficient to refute any 
arrogant assertions of the right to a cognitive 
despotism. 

There is another reason why it may seem super- 
fluous to explain, or vindicate, the importance of 
cognitive experiences. Cognition, after all, has pride 
of place in nearly every account of mind which is 
written from the psychological standpoint. Psycho- 
logical text-books treat principally of sensation, 
perception, ideation, conception, even if the writer 
believes conation to be still more fundamental. 
Indeed the term ‘consciousness’ itself is too often 
used as if it meant cognition only, and that is why 
so many writers assume the existence of the element 
of cognition when they try to reduce consciousness to 
conation. They are speaking, they say, of conscious 
striving, and they interpret the word ‘ conscious ’ as 
if it meant cognitive. In the preceding argument I 
have endeavoured to avoid this mistake. All experi- 
ences are conscious (or subconscious), but not all 
are cognitive. The other classes of experience are 
indissolubly linked with cognition, but they are also 
distinct from it. 

Accordingly the discussion in the present chapter 
must follow along somewhat different lines from that 
in the preceding ones. Of course, there are innumer- 
able problems of cognition, but the fact that they 
are so many makes it impossible to consider them 
-all. We must select those which are, on the one 
hand, distinctively connected with the general problem 
of the constitution of the self, and, on the other hand, 
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directly dependent on the analysis of the experiences 
of knowing . » The most important problem, from 
this double point of view, is that of the sense in 
which knowledge implies a knower. In one sense 
of the words, the answer to this problem demands 
the whole argument of the concludmg ahapters of 
this enquiry, since it is the problem of the soul ; but 
certain features of the problem, and certain argu- 
ments which insist upon these features, ought to 
be mentioned in this place. At this stage of our 
enquiry we are concerned with the way in which 
the analysis of distinctive kinds of experiences throws 
light upon the general economy of the self, and so 
we must examine the doctrine that knowledge 
implies a knower on account of certain distinctive 
characteristics of the nature of knowledge as a 
specific kind of experience, and that a direct analysis 
of knowledge reveals the fact plainly. There is no 
precise parallel to this type of argument in the case 
of the other classes of experiences, and consequently 
our enquiry must adapt itself to this difference m the 
subject-matter. Before proceeding to this problem, 
however, it is expedient to take stock of our previous 
conclusions, and it is necessary to consider the 
question of the content belonging to an act of 
cognition in somewhat fuller detail than has been 
attempted hitherto. < 

The discussion of the Self as Feehng, and the 
Self as Will, was provisional in several respects. In 
the first place, it was conducted, so far as possiblej 
in abstraction from the question of the unity and 
continuity of the self In the second place, it was 
concerned only with the experiences of feehng and 
will, or, in other words, with what has been called 
the ‘ empirical self’ » The phrase is not a happy one 
in some respects ; for it savours of question -begging. . 
It IS correlative to the ‘pure ego,’ and perhaps 
neither the ‘ empirical ’ nor the ‘ pqre ’ ego can exist 

* 0 



194 


PROBLEMS OP THE SELF 


CHAP. 


separately. And, conceivably, they cannot exist 
together, since a dualism of this kind may be false 
in fact. In any case, the question of the relation 
of the ‘ pure ego’ to the ‘ empirical self’ has not yet 
been discussed because it is the culmination of this 
enquiry ; but a provisional abstraction of the one 
from the other may be readily justified. We are 
bound to begin by considering ‘ psychology without 
a soul ’ in the legitimate sense of the phrase which 
implies merely the provisional neglect of the problem 
of the souli in so far as that term is interpreted to 
mean that an ego other than experiences must exist. 
We have seen no reason, hitherto, for denying that 
• experiences are really parts of the self, and, in any 
case, the interpretation of experiences is the only 
road by which it is possible to arrive at an adequate 
comprehension of the being of the self. Accordingly 
we must begin with the empirical self, although the 
problem of its ultimate reality remains. 

A further presupposition of the argument is that 
experiences are sui generis, and afford a fixed starting- 
point which cannot, so to speak, be undermined. 
They are known primarily through introspection, 
and introspection shows them to be a distinct and 
peculiar type of being. Let us scan this statement 
a little more narrowly. Experiences are not qualities 
of anything else, e.g. of the body. They may depend 
on the body, but their distinctive features are not 
bodily features. There is an attractive simplicity in 
the view that consciousness, or something akin to it, 
is a qfiality of all existence, although the quality 
may have very different degrees of development; 
but the temptation to regard it in this way must 
be strenuously resisted. It is clear on reflection that 
an act of cognition, or an act of resolve, is not a 
. quality of, let us say, the brain, in the sense in 
which the weight, or the harmoniousness, or the 
value of the brain are qualities. Experiences are not 
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qualities, but essentially the subjects of qualities. 
In short, they are substantial, and if they are not 
sufficiently self-subsistent to be themselves substances 
or things, they are at least elements in a substance, 
parts of it and not merely qualities of it. 

This ‘is not a verbal point. It is one of the 
principal issues in dispute. But the proof is not 
doubtful. » That experiences are not qualities but the 
subjects of qualities may be demonstrated in a line 
or two. Because they are acts of reference, they are 
not universal but particular existences, and if quahties 
are not universal there is an end to any clear or 
important distinction between substance and quahty, 
and the word quality is meamngless. Moreover, it 
is futile to argue that experiences are the acts of the 
brain. The brain does not refer to an object, and 
the acts of the brain are movements in space. The 
sense in which knowledge or feeling or will can be 
said to move is merely metaphorical. Introspection 
reveals a new world, and not merely new features in 
an old world. The new world may have arisen from 
the old, and the manner of its emergence may be 
obscure. But of the fact itself there is no reasonable 
doubt. The new world, in itself, affords a starting- 
^pomt which is fixed and substantial. 

I Let us pass, then, to- more specific problems of 
the self as knower and, first, to the problem of the 
content of cognitive experiences. We are accus- 
tomed to suppose that the mind of man is infinitely 
coniplex, rich with the most varied ideas, fiiU, in' 
short, of content. The analysis of this essay, on the 
contrary, seems to rob mind of these contents, or 
at least of cognitive content. An act of cognition 
seems to become a mere apprehending point, m itself 
colourless or, to use Mr. Moore’s phrase, diaphanous. 

T*There are indeed differences in the ‘ quality ’ ^ of cogni- 
tion. An act of assent, e.g,, differs from an act of 

^ In the technical sense explanfed. 
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doubting. But that, surely, is a very jejune estimate 
of mind’s estate. The wealth of mind seems to con- 
sist in its ideas, and the wealth of any particular mind 
in the range of ideas in which it is at home. In 
conformity with our analysis, however, we must 
maintain t'hat all such presentations, however sub- 
jective, are not, in the strict sense, parts of inind at 
all. Acts of cognition refer to these presentations, 
but do not contain them ; and the specific contents 
of the acts, except for differences of ‘ quality,’ seems' 
to be a tenuous thing which defies description. The 
difficulty seems more pronounced in the case of cog- 
nition than in that of feeling or will. There seems 
'more body in the latter when abstraction is made 
from the object to which they refer. Such abstraction 
is essential when the problem in dispute is that of 
the content of the self ; and an act of apprehension, 
regarded in abstraction from its object, seems to have 
lost most of the marks of distinctive particularity. 

This seems a serious difficulty. It is easy to main- 
tain that the act of mind which refers to one object 
is different from an act of similar ‘quality’ which 
refers to another object. Does not the act of perceiv- 
ing blue differ from that of perceiving green, even 
granting that no act is over, in itself, either blue or 
green ? Is it not evident that the act of perceiving 
a circle is, qud act of perception, different from the 
act of perceiving a square, although neither act is in 
itself spatial? Perhaps it is so, but how can we 
|)rove it ? Each act refers to a different object, but 
it is possible to specify the di^erence between them 
in one way only, and that way is to specify the 
objects. The awareness of blue differs from the 
awareness of green, because we are aware of blue in 
one case, and aware of green in the other. So it 
’ might appear that the acts, perhaps, do not differ 
inter se, except numerically, and that the only differ- 
ence is in the objects. „ 
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Indeed, the seeming obviousness of the qualitative 
difference between acts referring to different objects 
may be due to confusion. Take the case of the 
square and the circle, for instance. We cannot per- 
ceive a square without making certain ocular adjust- 
ments, and these adjustments are different from those 
which are implied in the perception of a circle. 
WJien we perceive either of these we are aware, 
not merely of the square or the circle, but also, at 
the same time, of certam bodily movements which 
the analysis of space -perception has brought into 
great prominence. All this, however, is irrelevant to 
the mental acts themselves. The adjustments, from 
the point of view of cognition, are only presentations 
of which we are aware in the same sense as the square 
or the circle. They are not parts of the perceiving 
mind, and consequently the fact that they must 
always accompany the acts of perceiving the square 
or the circle dpes not prove anything concerning the 
intrinsic nature of the acts themselves. ■ 

To raise the question at aU may seem a reductio 
ad absurdum of the whole position, and there are 
many who would say that the conception of the mind 
as an apprehending point is intrinsically absurd. In 
a way it is absurd, because it is the product of over- 
refinement of analysis. The mind is not merely 
cognitive, and even its cognitions, its knowledge, 
form a system. But, neglecting this, it still seem's 
true that our analysis r<ms the mind of something 
peculiarly its own. The reply, however, is even 
more obvious. Can an act ever be identical with 
its object, can our thoughts of blue be blue, or our 
thoughts of the chimera non-existent ? If they cannot, 
and it is plam they cannot, how can the characteristics 
of the object be said to belong to the mind ? It is 
impossible to say that ‘content' or ‘meaning,’ in’ 
the ordinary sense of the idealists, is part of mind. 
For meaning, if it is not an aet,*is what is meant. 



198 


PEOBLEMS OF THE SELF 


OHAP. 


and content, if it is not the reference to the object, 
is something contained in the total object of cognition 
at any time. Are sensations, perhaps, vehicles of 
knowledge, and contents in that sense? They are 
vehicles in Jbhe sense that the mind may pass through 
them to physical and other substances, but they are 
not, therefore, parts of mind, any more than the 
train which is a vehicle for conveying me to Dubjin 
is a part of me or my body. No phraseology will 
alter facts, and it is unwise to use any for purposes of 
concealment. What we ought to do is to realise that 
some objects are mind -dependent in a way that 
others are not. Other men are not dependent on 
a finite mind, God is not and the stars in their 
courses are not. But the brightness of the stars and 
the colours of the human countenance may possibly 
be thus dependent, and, perhaps, the primary qualities 
as well as the secondary. The precise sense in which 
these are mind-dependent is a different matter. On 
some theories they are a sort of joint product produced 
by the interaction of mind and its environment, and 
so are existent entities which mind has helped to 
fashion. On other theories they are only fragments 
of the real, and are mind-dependent in the sense that 
the limitations of the subject account for the fact 
that just these fragments, and no others, appear at 
any given time. But on cither theory no image, or 
senswn, or percept is part of mind, however much 
it may owe its existence, as a seemingly independent 
entity, to the observing mind. There is no robbery 
in the case, but only greater precision. 

One argument on the question is especially 
relevant because it points the way to the new set 
of topics which confront us. Mental acts, it is said, 

_ must differ qualitatively if association, apperception, 
and similar processes are to be intelligible. It is 
clear that association is not of things as they are in 
themselves. It il a personal matter varying with 
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the experience of the subject who associates. Things 
are connected in various ways, but we associate 
only the connections we have noticed, and if the way 
in which we originally noticed them was erroneous, 
that error will continue in our associations. It 
would seem, then, that the explanation of the laws 
of association must be sought m mind and not in the 
objects themselves. But it is equally clear that we 
do not associate mental processes as such. We do 
not associate acts, but the objects of acts. Let us 
choose an example of association at random. I think 
of the fountain-pen before me, then of gold, then of 
chryselephantine statuary, then of Athens, then of 
Cleon, then of the Gracchi. I associate, therefore, 
not my mental acts, but certain things and persons, 
and each link in the chain of association is determined 
by some connection which I have previously noticed, 
or think I have noticed, in these objects. The nib of 
the pen is made of gold, Cleon and the Gracchi were 
democrats of different types, and so forth. It would 
seem, then, that the ground of the association must 
be found in the mental processes, each of which must 
specify some particular object ; and, in that case, 
since every cognitive process must refer to an object, 
it is natural and inevitable that the association should 
refer to, should be of, objects. But unless each act, as 
an act, has a distinctive character in virtue of which it 
refers to a distinctive object, how could such association 
be possible ? The acts are the only mental processes 
concerned, and if they did not differ as acts anything 
might associate anything. Similar arguments hold 
for apperception. 

These are strong arguments, perhaps conclusive. 
The denial of them implies the formulation of some 
positive theory of association which will explain the 
facts at least equally well, and it is very hard even 
to suggest such a theory. I should like to suggest, 
however, though very diffidently,* that there is at 
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least one other possible alternative. It may be that 
association is both of and, through presentations, and 
that the mind only enters in so far as it has already 
contributed to the being of these presentations. On 
certain assumptions, at any rate, presentations are 
real, and they might very well behave according 
to their own laws.^ So far as the hypothesis of 
psychical dispositions is rendered plausible by its 
connection with its physical correlates in the brain, 
that type of explanation would seem to refer to 
presentations at least as much as to psychical acts. 
By presentations, in the present connection, I mean 
sense data, images and the like, and I shall return to 
this obscure and difficult question later. For the 
present it is enough to say that each specific mental 
act has probably a specific difference according to the 
different object referred to. But if so, this difference 
can only be defined through the characteristics of the 
object. 

There are many arguments which attempt to 
prove that the direct analysis of knowledge implies 
a soul substance in a special sense. Knowledge is 
thought to imply a soul which is something more than' 
a plurality of cognitive acts, however closely these 
are connected together. Such arguments lead us 
into considerations which we have hitherto refrained 
from discussing, though they will occupy us much in 
the sequel. They are drawn, of course, from a great 
variety of sources, and are not restricted to the 
analysis of cognition. But sometimes it is held that 

^ If tins tliooiy IS true it implies th^-t presentations, as presentations, 
liave an existence of their own, although mind may contribute to the 
making of them , and this view raises formidable dilEHculties. If presenta- 
tions liave an existence distinct both from mind and the physical object, 
then not only la the manner of their production unexplained, but the reality 
of the physical object becomes hypothetical. If, on the other hand, the 
physical object is only a descriptive name for a collection of presentations, 
• somehow connected together, tne problem of error seems to become insuper- 
able. A j^TGsmtation must be what it appears, and nothing else appears 
according to this theory- Kven if this aiffioulty were overcome, others 
would remain ; 'oidG 0 . Broad, Percejp^»«) 7 i, Phy$m and Mality (especially 
chap. 111.). 
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the analysis of cognition shows directly and con- 
clusively that there must be a knower over and 
above acts of knowledge. The form in which this 
argument is stated usually implies ulterior considera- 
tions which we must neglect for the moment, but 
the nerve of the argument need not be ’dependent 
on these implications of its form. 

One of the clearest statements is Lotze’s, and we 
may therefore examine it. The self, he says, cannot 
be simply the result of the confluence of a number 
of components destitute of any centre. ‘ Inner ex- 
perience offers us the fact of a unity of consciousness. 
Here then is . , . the unassailable ground, on which 
the conviction of the independence of the soul can 
securely rest.’ ^ And Lotze proceeds to develop this 
point. It is false to say that a psychology without 
presupf)ositions should be a psychology without a 
soul and should speak, to begin with, of sensations 
or ideas only. • ‘ A mere sensation without a subject 
is nowhere to be metj with as a fact.’ ^ Movement 
presupposes matter, and similarly a sensation pre- 
supposes the subject which has it. It is true that 
reflection alone convinces us that every sensation 
expressly implies a conscious self. We often forget 
ourselves, so much are we absorbed in the content of 
our sensations, but that fact does not alter our verdict 
when we come to reflect. And there are other 
instances of cognition which dispel any lingering 
doubts which the analysis of sensation by itself 
might leave. ‘ Any comparison of two ideas which 
ends by our finding their contents like or unlike, 
presupposes the absolutely indivisible unity of that 
which compares them ; it must be one and the same 
thing which first forms the idea of a, then that of h, 
and which at the same time is conscious of the 
nature and extent of the difference between them. 

1 Metavhyaic, English translation, vol. u. p. 169. 

Jlnd • 
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Then again the various acts of comparing ideas and 
referring them to one another are themselves in turn 
reciprocally related ; and this relation brings a new 
activity of comparison to consciousness. • And so 
our whole pinner world of thoughts is built up ; not 
as a mere collection of manifold ideas existing with 
or after one another, hut as a world in which these 
individual members are held together and arranged 
by the relating activity of this single pervading 
principle. This then is what we mean by the unity 
of consciousness ; and it is this that we regard as the 
sufficient ground for assuming an indivisible soul.’^ 
This conclusion, he continues, is necessary. The 
unity of consciousness cannot be merely the com- 
bination of component processes. Even if we could 
thus speak of a centre of unity of an organism or 
machine (which is not the case), we must employ a 
different conception in the realm of the psychical. 
In this instance we have on our hands a totally new 
fact. We have a subject which brings together and 
compares its states. The investigator compares the 
states in the unity of his own consciousness. Even 
if this subject were, as Leibniz maintained, a central 
monad, it would still have a distinctness and an 
individuality as compared with the other monads. 
Accordingly we cannot dispense with the soul, and 
the best and clearest way of stating this result is to 
say that the- soul is a simple and indivisible substance. 
Lotze, as we have seen, maintains that he uses this 
expression ‘in all innocence,’ i.e. neglecting meta- 
physical |)erversitie8. Substance is but ‘ the general 
formal designation of every way of producing and 
experiencing effects.’ ® * The fact of the unity of 

consciousness is eo i'pso at once the fact of the 
existence of a substance.’ * 

The main stress of the earlier part of the argument 

1 Mdaphym^ F^ighah translation, vol li. pp, 170, 171. 

“ Ibid» p, 175. • * Ibid, 
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lies in its rejection of presentationism. The self 
must certamly be more than a collection of sensations 
or ideas if these words are used, as they should be 
used, to mean the material of cognition. There is 
the reference to the object as well as the object itself, 
and we have already insisted on this* point so 
frequently and so emphatically that further re- 
capitulation is useless. Indeed we have gone so far 
as to maintain that presentations, in themselves, are , 
not parts of the self at all or, strictly speaking, states 
of it. They are for the self, not of it. They may 
be subjective, but that is quite a different matter. 
We are at one, therefore, with Lotze in his rejection 
of presentationism. 

Again Lotze maintains that the substantiahty of 
the self IS identical with its unity and indivisibility. 
We may therefore, in the present instance, confine 
our attention to the unity and indivisibility and 
neglect the general problem of substance. His 
argument, then, is (l) that the indivisible unity of 
consciousness is seen most explicitly iu a single act 
of comparison, (2) that there is a unity of these acts 
of comparison themselves, (3) that the essence of the 
knowing self is an activity which holds together the 
objects or ideas compared. 

It is true that, in an act of comparison, the objects 
compared must be held together, and since we can 
compare the most diverse things, the main reason for 
the selection of the given objects must lie in the 
self, not the objects. And again, in any act of com- 
parison there is a clear unity of knowledge as well as 
in the process of comparison. The objects are held 
' together, and a connection is found between them. 
When, in a judgment, we assert that there is a con- 
nection between two or more terms of a proposition, 
it is implied that the unity of terms in relation is 
something ultimate. The proposition does contain 
terms, and it does contain, a relatibn, but it cannot 
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be reduced to terms and relation. It is the unity of 
these, and that is the simplest fact of the case. And 
similarly .the act of assertion in such an instance 
cannot be reduced to the simple apprehension of the 
meaning of the terms and the relation involved. It 
is an assertion of their unity and implies a corre- 
sponding unity in the act of the self. There is 
therefore a very distinctive unity in the cognitive 
self when it frames a judgment of comparison. Such 
a unity, again, may be called indivisible for the 
very plain and sufficient reason that every unity is 
indivisible. The constituents of a unity may be 
discovered by analysis, but analysis is not division. 
Division destroys a unity. Analysis makes it in- 
telligible, and IS subject throughout to the control 
of the unity which is analysed. 

We may say, then, that the cognitive self, at any 
given moment, is an indivisible unity ; but it does 
not follow that Lotze’s reasons for his conclusion are 
as sound as the conclusion itself. The distinction of 
cognition from its object is not proved by the unity 
of cognition. On the contrary, there is an equal 
and a corresponding unity in the object. When, as 
a re'sult of comparison, we discover an objective 
connection, there is, as we have shown, a unity 
in the object. The object (let us say, the proposi- 
tion) is a unity of terms in relation. This unity 
is not made by the act of comparison. The act 
of comparison may arrange the material which 
We wish to investigate, but this arrangement does 
not make the unity. The self is distinct from its 
object not because it is a unity, but because the 
object of knowledge is never the same as the know- 
ledge itself. And again, the unity or the indivisibility 
of the self does not demand that the self contains 
no multiplicity. There is no unity worth the name 
which does not contain multiplicity. It is not very 
easy to see precisely what Lotze’s contention is, but 
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there are indications that he meant something like 
this : ‘ In an act of comparison we connect certain 
disiecta membra together, and, as a result, obtain 
a unity. This unity cannot be accounted for by the 
disiecta membra themselves. We must therefore 
suppose that the self is an indivisible unity, and that 
this single active unity produces the result of com- 
parison and presents us with a whole.’ If that is 
his theory it ought to be rejected. In the first place, 
knowledge is not an activity of arrangement at all. 
In the second place, it need not be a single principle 
in the sense of a principle bereft of multiplicity. So 
long as it is a unity the conditions of the argument 
would be satisfied. In the third place, there is unity 
in the object as clearly and unmistakably as in the 
self. Consider the consequences if there were not. 
If the unity of the objects of knowledge depended 
upon the activity of comparison it would cease when 
that comparison ceased. The world would be con- 
nected by the accident of individual thoughts. Lotze, 
so far as one can see, is referring to an individual 
self, and so no other deduction is possible on his 
theory. If he were speaking of God’s thoughts (or 
M’s thoughts, as Lotze puts it), the problem might 
not appear so hopeless. The real world is that 
set of objects which are held together in unity by 
the continuous knowledge of the divine self. But 
God’s presentations are not our presentations, nor is 
His knowledge ours. Where, then, does our world 
come in ? Lotze has proved that the self cannot be 
the unity of the objects of experience. ' Has he 
proved that it must be more than experiences 1 

Moreover, when Lotze says that ‘ the vanous acts 
of comparing ideas and referring them to one another 
are themselves, in turn, reciprocally related,’ he seems 
to introduce a fresh and a serious difficulty. If the 
• unity of ideas compared implies a self distinct from 
these ideas, then, surely, tl^e compai^n of the unities 
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thus obtained will require a new and distinctive unity 
of self to compare them. In terms of Lotze’s definition 
it will require a new, simple, and indivisible substance, 
and we should therefore require a plurality and a 
hierarchy of selves until we reached an arch-self which 
compared ^11 ideas and all the lesser unities implied 
in the construction of particular judgments. Lotze 
would reply, of course, that it is one and the same 
unity which compares particular objects and constructs 
the whole world, but the statement quoted implies 
that the acts of comparison can themselves be com- 
pared, and if' every comparison implies a unity over 
and above that of the objects compared (and that 
is his argument), then he has no right to deny the 
manifest consequence. He cannot say that we find 
on reflection that the unity of the comparison of 
objects and the unity of the ‘comparison of these 
acts of comparison is one and the same; for that, 
in its turn, implies that a unity can be discovered, 
not made, through an act of comparison, and in that 
case the unity found in objects compared would not, 
by itself, presuppose a self ; all of which goes to prove 
that Lotze’s conclusion is better than his arguments 
for it. He has proved that psychical processes exist, 
are connected and must be distinguished from their 
objects. He has proved nothing more. 

It may be maintained, however, that the existence 
of self-consciousness proves that the knower is more 
than his cognitive experiences. Particular acts of 
consciousness might be seen, by an external observer, 
to form a unity. He might see that they were not 
a mere bundle, but must cohere as an individual 
psychic centre. But then this centre has the peculi- 
arity of being aware of its own unity. It is self- 
conscious, and as consciousness must be distinguished 
» from self-consciousness, so the self must be distin- 
guished from its consciousness, whether that coni 
sciousness is a unity or noj;. 
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Now the relation of consciousness to self-conscious- 
ness is something of a problem, because self-conscious- 
ness may mean so much. Does it mean, as the 
scholastics declared, that the self, unlike everything 
else, has the peculiar property of being totally reflected 
upon itself? Is it identical with Leibnizjan apper- 
ception ? That, as is well known, is the distinguishing 
characteristic of the highest grade of monads. There 
are monads which are bare monads. They have a 
minimum of perception and appetition, but only a 
minimum. Next to them come souls which possess, 
in 'addition to perception and appetition, the faculties 
of attention and memory. But above this is the 
realm' of spirit whose differentia is apperception or 
self-consciousness. That is the index of rationahty. 
‘ These souls have the power to perform acts of reflec- 
tion, and to consider what is called the ego, substance, 
soul, spirit, in a word, immaterial things and truths.’ ^ 
Such spirits can know God and the eternae veritates. 
Is it, again, that which is vindicated in Kant’s deduc- 
tion of the categories, the ‘ ich denke ’ which must be 
able to accompany all my representations ? Or is it, 
as with Hegel and some Hegelians, Absolute Spirit, 
that synthesis of idea and nature which Hegel, with 
splendid audacity, attains through the infinite labour 
of the Notion ? These views, I suppose, have much 
in common, but they also differ. And if we had 
thoroughly discussed them we should also have dis- 
cussed the whole range of philosophy. 

For clearness’ sake I propose to distinguish self- 
consciousness from self-cognition, and to discuss the 
latter. By self-cognition I mean simply the knowledge 
which we can obtam of ourselves by introspection, 
together with the deductions that can be drawn from 
this knowledge. Self-cognition, on any theory, is the 
basis, or at least the criterion, of self-consciousness. 
When we are capable of performing this reflection, 

^ Oerliardt, Die. ^MlOsofflvischen Sdhriften von W, Le^bniz^ vi. 600 , 
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this self-cognition, when we not only know, but know 
that we know, when we can notice that our experiences 
are parts of ourselves, when we can know ourselves 
as ourselves and as distinguished from all else, then 
we have attained a stage of rational, clear, coherent 
thinking which is symptomatic of a high, if not the 
highest, level of mind. This level, with its implica- 
tions, is called self-consciousness, and since much of 
our consciousness at this level is not concerned with 
itself at all, but rather with the eternae ventates, it 
follows that self-consciousness is much wider than self- 
cognition. It is on the possibility of self-cognition, 
however, that the argument which we are now dis- 
cussing depends. Does the fact of self-cognition show 
that the self is more than its experiences, cognitive or 
other ? 

Self-cognition, then, is an act of knowledge re- 
ferring to the self. Such an act cannot be part of 
the series to which it refers, and therefore (it may 
seem) we have grounds for distinguishing the ‘ pure ’ 
from the ‘ empirical ’ ego, the ego which is essentially 
subject from the ego which may be object. We have 
seen that acts of cognition, and other psychical pro- 
cesses, are not primarily objects of consciousness, but 
may become so. They are such objects when there 
is self-cognition. An act, however, can never refer 
directly to itself. Does it not seem, therefore, that 
there must be an arch-ego to make self-cognition 
possible? The ultimate judge cannot be its own 
object, t 

I do not think the consequence follows. In any 
act of self-cognition the object is a series of experi- 
ences, and that series must form a unity, if it is a 
self. As we shall see, there is a self, not merely 
because there are experiences, but principally because 
these form a distinctive kind of unity. In self- 
cognition, of course, it is my self which I cogpise, 
and so there seepas to be the contradiction that the 
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act of self-cognition and its objects must be part of 
tbe same unity wbicb is cognised. 

But is there really any contradiction? It never 
happens that the whole self is present to us in self- 
cognition, That would be impossible because the 
self of which we are aware to-day also existed yester- 
day, and we have forgotten much of yesterday. It 
will also, this 'same self, exist to-morrow in all prob- 
ability, and we do not know what the morrow will 
bring forth. There must, therefore, always be in- 
ference as well as direct revelation. The question is 
not whether we can ever envisage the whole series of 
our lives, but whether what we do envisage is part 
of ourselves, and how we can extend this by inference. 
Now there are certain criteria of self-hood which it 
will be the purpose of the rest of this essay to discover, 
and our principle is that any experience which has 
these characteristics is part of the individual unity 
which we call ourselves. 

If we have formed the habit of introspection, it 
will follow that when we take stock of our lives or, 
in other words, perform an act of self-cognition, we 
find that previous acts of self-cognition are parts of 
the self. Tljey are as truly parts of the self which 
is past as any other acts which we performed. 
They have the marks of self- hood, and are com- 
mingled in the unity of experiences which is the 
only self we can discover when we reflect. It follows 
from this, not only that an act of self-cognition need 
not be on a different level firom other psychical acts, 
but that we have no evidence that it could be on 
any other level. If we are aware of ourselves as a 
unity we must really be a unity ; if we are aware of 
a previous act of self-cognition as part of this unity, 
it must reaUy be such a part and not anything 
else. And since we can infer that the unity of . 
the»past may be continued to the future, we can 
make the same inference to acts, of self- cognition 

p 
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wLicli cannot be their own objects at the time they 
are made. 

One objection remains. It may be said that to 
know, and to know that you know (which is an im- 
plication of self-cognition), must be one and the same, 
since, if they were not, there would be an infinite 
regress. And it is true that there would be an endless 
regress for any one who cared to continue the process 
of introspection of previous introspections endlessly. 
But that would be only a tedious superfluity, and 
there is no implication of a vicious infinite. To 
know is the prius of knowing that you know. Cog- 
nition does not logically depend upon self-cognition, 
nor one act of self-cognition upon the next. 

In conclusion it is necessary to mention a slightly 
different, though cognate, type of argument which 
Mr. Bertrand Russell brings forward: ‘When I am 
acquainted with “ my seeing the sun,” it seems plain 
that I am acquainted with two different things in re- 
lation to each other. On the one hand there is the 
sense-datum which represents the sun to me, on the 
other hand there is that which sees this sense-datum. 
All acquaintance . . . seems obviously a relation 
between the person acquamted and the object with 
which the person is acquainted. . . . Thus, when I am 
acquainted with my seeing the sun, the whole fact 
with which I am acquainted is “ Self-acquainted-with- 
sense-datum.” 

‘ Further, we know the truth “ I am acquainted with 
this sense-datum.” It is hard to see how we could 
know this truth, or even understand what is meant 
by it, unless we were acquainted with something 
which we call “ I.” It does not seem necessary to 
suppose that we are acquainted with a more or less 
permanent person, the same to-day as yesterday, but 
it does seem as though we must be acquainted with 
that thing, whatever its nature, which sees the*sun 
and has acquaintance with sense-data. Thus, in some 
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sense it would seem we must be acquainted with our 
Selves as opposed to our particular experiences.’ ^ 

This argument expresses in a chastened and modi- 
fied form what other writers are apt to express much 
more sweepmgly. Mr. Russell does not claim that 
he is directly aware, by introspection, of a»self which 
is other than, and irreducible to, particular experi- 
ences. What he says is that it is possible to prove 
indirectly, from the fact of introspection (or self- 
cognition), that knowledge involves a self which is 
not the process of knowledge, and he does not pretend 
to know what this self is, or how long it must con- 
tinue. Such Ignorance is strange. Introspection, 
although falhble and difficult, is frequent enough, 
and if it is possible to demonstrate that introspection 
always implies a self in this sense, then it is very 
surprising that, when we have found where the self 
must be, we are still unable, by precise inspection, to 
tell what it is. 

The argument, I think, proceeds on a false assump- 
tion. It seems to imply that the experience of being 
acquainted is only a relation, an analysis which is 
false if and so far as acquaintance is a cognitive act. 
There must be a relation between the act and the 
object, but this relation is not the act itself. When 
the self is acquainted with a sense - datum, its 
acquaintance is not a relation between the self, on 
the one hand, and the sense-datum on the other. 
The primary relation, at all events, subsists between 
the act of acquaintance and the sense-datum, and 
this relation is simply that the acquaintance is of 
the sense -datum. The fact that such a relation 
holds, does not imply that any term other than the 
acquaintance exists. Accordingly the argument is 
irrelevant if it is meant to prove that the self is 
more than its experiences, and perhaps Mr. Russell 
did • not try to prove that. But if the self is the 

1 The Prohhms of PHloso^hy^ pp.«79-80. 
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unity of tLese experiences, then we do know what it 
xs, and need not speak with Mr. Russell’s reserve. 
It is ‘ more or less permanent,’ because the unity of 
experiences persists through time. 

That, however, is a problem for the sequel ; and 
so we may pass to the new set of questions implied. 
As we have seen, time and again, the unity and 
continuity of the self, and the conception of the 
soul which makes this unity intelligible, are the most 
important problems at issue. Indeed the discussion, 
up to the present, has been little more than an 
introduction to these fundamental questions. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE UNITY AND CONTINUITY OF THE SELF 

Unity and continuity are the most distinctive 
features of the selves which we know. Detached 
experiences, if they exist, are not a self. To he parts 
of a self they must conspire together with other 
experiences to form an individual, continuous unity. 
And our discussion may seem seriously defective, 
because it has delayed so long before coming to this 
central problem. As Bergson might say,^ the 
‘ penetration mutuelle ’ of ideas is the essence of the 
self. The multiplicity contained iu the self, he 
would continue, is something sui generis; indeed, 
the self can only be represented, not thought, as a 
whole of parts. The distinction into parts is 
superficial, a sort of picture thinking which borrows 
a misleading plausibility fi:om the associations of 
space and mechanics. And we may agree that the 
unity of the self is specific and distinctive. It is a 
more controlling and pervasive unity than any other. 
To describe the self as a^ unity is to say too little* 
unless we specify the particular kind und degree of 
unity which we mean. We might even say that the 
unity of the self preponderates over its multiphcity, 
were it not that such a statement would inevitably 
mislead. Unity and multiplicity, whole and parts, 
are always correlative. A part is meaningless unless 
the kind of whole of which it is a part is specified. 

1 See, e^g , Les Bomt4es d& la Cdfi>scunc6f pp 100 ff, 
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Accordingly the method of exposition adopted in the 
previous chapters is defective only if it is misinter- 
preted. Psychical experiences are parts of the self, 
hut that statement has no meaning unless it is under- 
stood to imply that they are parts of the kind of whole 
which the'self is, and of no other whole. 

On this assumption, and on this assumption only, 
it is legitimate and expedient to begin, as we have 
done, with the parts of the self (or, rather, with the 
parts of the empirical self). The chief danger of 
such a course of procedure is that it may represent 
these parts as simpler and more self-sufficient than 
they really are. We have spoken, for instance, of 
acts of cognition, acts of feeling, acts of endeavour, 
and have illustrated them by the simplest possible 
examples. But in reality they are parts of a very 
complex process and, in most cases at all events, 
they bear the traces of this complexity in their very 
being. An act of perception, for instance, seems 
a very simple matter. We perceive a tree, or a 
blackbird, or a ruin. Any one can do it. WTiere is 
the problem ? But if we consider the very complicated 
meanmg of these relatively simple instances, if we 
consider the multitude of subtle signs implied in 
such very obvious acts of recognition, we can easily 
see that these acts are, in reality, permeated with 
complications and reveal the stigmata of long develop- 
ment. And what holds of perception will also hold 
of any other psychical process. 

' The same result follows if we remember the point 
at which our analysis began. We began not so 
much with isolated acts as with the content of the 
self at any given time. We tried to discover what 
is revealed in a cross-section of conscious life, and we 
found that this cross-section contained a unity of 
cognition, feeling and endeavour. Thereafter we 
tried to examine the nature of these processes more 
carefully. But '' this mode of procedure cannot 
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possibly be jfinal because the unit from whieb it 
starts, tbe cross-section it describes, is quite arbitrary 
and chosen merely for purposes of convenience The 
cross-section is only a mathematical line. It has 
no breadth ; and if we so interpreted it that it had 
breadth, if we maintained, for instance, that our unit 
was the ‘ specious present,’ the procedure would still 
be arbitrary. It may be true that the passage of 
consciousness is something like the movement of a 
bird. It is an alternation of flights and perches.^ 
The perches seem to focus the results of the previous 
process, and to hold them together in a smgle unit 
of time which occupies a sensible duration, and is 
called the specious present. But, even in this 
instance, the flights and the perches are continuous. 
The flights are not gaps in consciousness, nor are 
they mere means to the perches To continue a 
metaphor that is already overstrained, the momentum 
of the flights quivers through the perches. To drop 
metaphor, no section, or set of sections, of psychical 
life constitutes an individual self. 

* At the same time it is not altogether useless to 
analyse these fragmentary glimpses of the self. The 
general type of unity which is found in any moment 
of its existence pervades its whole hfe. The hfe of 
the self is a unity of cognition, feeling and endeavour. 
These elements are continuously present ; they must 
exist whenever a self exists ; they develop together,, 
and decline together. And so in our discussion of 
the unity and continuity of the self or, in other 
words, of personal identity as that appears in con- 
crete experience, we shall .consider cognitive unity, 
conative unity and affective unity respectively, 
remembering the while that these distinguishable 
strands of unity are themselves connected. 

Some preliminary explanation, however, is essential. . 
While it is true that the three principal modes of 

1 James, JPrmcvples of Vsychology^ -^1, i. p. 243. 
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consciousness develop together, and that they imply 
an interconnected development, it is false that the 
development of the three is parallel m every respect. 
There must inevitably be some correspondence be- 
tween them, but just as, at any given moment, one 
of these efements may preponderate over the other 
two, so it may show a relatively permanent predomin- 
ance in a given person. Some men and women, as 
we know, are prevailingly emotional. The passionate, 
the artistic, the poets and the mystics agree in this, 
widely as their emotions differ in kind and in value. 
Others, again, are prevailingly reflective and in- 
tellectual. They are the classics, not the romantics. 
They keep their emotions in check. They look 
before they leap, if, indeed, they leap at all. And, 
finally, there is the energetic type which is determined 
to do something, whether that something is worth the 
doing or not. Of such are the Marthas who wipe 
invisible specks from immaculate silver. 

In such instances it usually happens that the 
predominant ‘ faculty,’ to employ a useful if maligned 
term, sweeps the others m its train. The poet is not 
a mere mass of feeling, or the aesthete all compact of 
sentiment. Both of them think, and both strive. 
Their thoughts, however, are, for the most part, 
concerned with their feelings, and their endeavours 
ate towards those feeljngs. We do not expect 
Wordsworth to be a formal logician, or Turner a 
speculative genius. And so of the rest. The whole 
mind of Martha has a different trend from the whole 
mind of Mary. But although we should frequently 
be right in classifying our acquaintances according 
to some distinctive type, we should even more fre- 
quently be wrong. It seems absurd to think of Milton 
or Spinoza smoking a pipe, and yet both were accus- 
tomed to do so. It is false to assume that these great 
men, in their normal lives, felt nothing but the rarefied 
pleasures of the intellect. Borne things may conform 
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to type, but selves have a provoking habit of diverg- 
ing from it. It is not only in matters of religion 
that Davie Deans is constrained to be a Deanite. 
Keen speculative powers are sometimes conjoined 
with delicacy of feeling, but sometimes they accom- 
pany, if not mere sensuality, at least a surprising lack 
of sensitivity. There is no measure wherewith to 
mete these things. Human beings diverge in this 
respect as much as in others. The most diverse 
attainments sometimes accompany one another and 
sometimes do not. Philosophers and novelists and 
mathematicians are not usually good men of business. 
But the India OflB.ce had no reason -to be dissatisfied with 
Mill or Peacock, or the Mint with Sir Isaac Newton. ' 

The same kind of consideration may supply us with 
another salutary warning. * It is true that the unity 
and continuity of the self is more intimate than any 
other sort of unity or contiuuity which we can discover 
by expenence. ' None the less, that intimacy of union 
can be so exaggerated as to contain more error than 
truth. The human self, we say, can look before and 
after, can reduce its information to system, can plan 
large enterprises and carry them through. That is 
true. There are many who can do these things, but 
there are more who either do not or cannot. We read 
of dual or multiple personalities, not only in fiction, 
and we are surprised ; but we ought not to be so 
much surprised as we are. The lives of many of us 
show a wanton disregard of unity. Traits of character 
appear which seem totally out of keeping with the 
general trend of the life, and often it seems impossible 
to say that a particular life has a general trend at all. 
To maintain that human personality is a complete 
and balanced unity is about as absurd as to argue that 
every member of the human species is a sort of com- 
pound of Sh Isaac Newton and Sir Henry Lawrence. ' 

Eemembering these provisos we may now proceed 
with our task. Let us consider, flfist of all, the cognitive 
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unity of tFe self. The various cognitive experiences 
of a self have a certain unity and continuity. The 
evidence for that unity is to be found m the comparison 
of the results of introspection, and of what is directly 
remembered. And there are general arguments which 
go to pro\^ that any experience, to be an experience 
at all, must imply a considerable measure of unity. 
The most famous and the strongest argument, on this 
head, is Kant’s deduction of the synthetic unity of 
apperception. W e may, therefore, begin by considering 
it, more particularly in the form in which it appears 
in the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. 

The aim of this famous deduction is to prove that 
knowledge of any sort is impossible unless there is 
unity both on the side of the object and on that of 
the subject. The deduction in the first edition, unlike 
that in the second, begins its analysis from the sub- 
jective point of view. Our ideas, Kant maintains, are 
phenomena, and if he does not mean that they are 
modifications of mind, he at least implies that they 
pertain to the internal sense. The form of the internal 
sense is time, but to say .that ideas are in time is not 
a sufficient account of the matter. We must be con- 
scious of the temporal relations of these ideas in order 
to represent them as a unity, and this consciousness 
of relation in time cannot be given by its mere 
occupation- of time. An idea, as an occurrence in 
time, lives for a moment and then vanishes. To be 
aware of its connection with preceding and succeeding 
ideas in time, i.e. to be aware of its temporal relations, 
demands that we should be aware of it, and its pre- 
decessors, and its successors all together. There 
must, in other words, be a synthesis which runs 
through this manifold of ideas and grasps them 
together in a unity. This synthesis is called 'the 
' synthesis of apprehension. 

That, however, is not enough. Our ideas are con- 
nected together by* certain laws of association in such 



IX UNITY AND CONTINUITY 219 

wise that when two ideas have frequently occurred 
together, the occurrence of the one inevitably brings 
about the recurrence of the other. But it is impossible 
to explain this fact in terms of association only, for 
the very good reason that the subjective connection 
which is association presupposes an objective connec- 
tion as the condition of its possibility. ‘ Supposing 
vermilion were at one time red, at another black — at 
one time heavy, at another light ; were a man changed 
first into one, then into another animal — were our 
fields covered on the longest day, at one time with 
corn, at another with ice and snow — then my empirical 
faculty of imagination would never have had even the 
opportunity of thinking of the heavy vermilion when 
red colour was presented to it.’ ^ In other words, we 
cannot acquire the habit of passing from one idea to a 
connected idea until we have had frequent experience 
of the actual connection. The argument really is 
directed towards distinguishing the subjective from 
the objective order in a series of ideas of the internal 
sense. Kant, however, uses it, for the time being, 
as illustrative of another point. There must be a 
synthesis of reproduction as weU as a synthesis of 
apprehension. If, e.^., we are aware of a temporal 
span of any duration we must hold it together in its 
totality, and consequently must be able to reproduce 
those portions of the span which do not synchronise 
with the immediate present of apprehension. 

Kant argues, in the third place, that knowledge, to 
be possible, requires a third type of synthesis, which 
he calls the synthesis of recognition. To apprehend 
the meaning of any process, let us say that of counting, 
and to be sure of the validity of our results, we must 
not only reproduce the earlier ideas implied in our idea 
of the result, but we must recognise the identity of 
that which is reproduced. We must deal throughout •* 

^ This translation is taken from Mahaffy and Bernardos edition of Kant’s 
Prolegomena^ Appendix I. pp. 159-6^ ^ 
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with the same units, and recognise that we are doing 
so. The simple process, therefore, of the formation 
of any concept involves a unity of consciousness 
which IS very distinctive and very complicated. Kant 
admits that this consciousness ‘may often he weak, 
so that weeperceive it only in the result, and not in 
the act.’ ^ But we must possess it, whether it he 
weak or strong, clear or obscure. 

I do not mean that this account must he accepted 
au pied de la lettre. There is considerable 4o’iht, 
for instance, concerning the necessity for actual re- 
production. When we compare, the terms compared 
must both be present to the mind, but they need not 
both exist together, because the mind may refejr. to 
a past state of existence. This direct reference to a 
past object ^s memory or recollection, in the strict 
sense, and it need not imply any reproduction of 
the past object at the moment at which that object 
is remembered. Even if there were reproduction we 
should require to compare the reproduction with the 
origmal. A reproduced object is a new object, and 
must be compared with the past object itself, in 
order to know that it is a reproduction. Therefore 
we must be acquainted with the past event itself in 
memory, and what Kant has really proved is the 
necessity for retentiveness,® and not for literal repro- 
duction, whether that occurs in fact or not. Similarly, 
the argument is independent of many particular 
interpretations of the word phenomenon. It may 
hold whether or not the ‘internal sense’ is con- 
strued m Kantian fashion or phenomena explained 
as modifications of mind. But, in essentials, Kant’s 
argument stands. 

The nerve of the argument, especially of the 
passage quoted in extenso, is the same as the later 

^ \ This translation is taken from Mahaffy and Bernard’s edition of Kant’s 

Prolegomena, Appendix. I. p, 162. 

^ In the sense which implies the power of recollection in any form, and 
the leaving of traces in mind. » 
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deduction of the principle of causality. All our 
ideas, i.e. all the phenomena of which we are aware 
at any time, occur m time, but we must distinguish 
the subjective from the objective temporal order of 
these ideas. We may think of what we did on 
Tuesday before we think of what we did ®n Monday, 

In that case the idea of Tuesday, subjectively, precedes 
the idea of Monday, But aU our thinking becomes 
meaningless unless we know that, in fact, Monday 
preceded Tuesday, The whole argument, be it noted, 
takes place within the realm of phenomena or, in our 
phrase, the ‘material’ of our cognition, and the 
strength of the argument is that it is independent 
of any ulterior metaphysical theories of the nature 
of things as they are in themselves. According to 
Kant, phenomena themselves supply the characteristics 
of universality and necessity, and this is the ground 
for the fundamental distinction between the subjective 
and the objective orders. Necessity and universahty 
are marks that ideas cannot occur at random, and so 
we must conclude that there is a somewhat which 
prevents them from doing so. Ideas, he maintains, 
are phenomena; and therefore we cannot specify 
.'"the noiimenal ground of objectivity through them. 
But the unity and order of ideas, their necessary con- 
nection especially under the forms of space and time, 
is an order which is objective because it must be 
conditioned by something other than subjective ideas. 
And the further point is that the knowledge of the 
subjective order itself, in any form or degree, pre- 
supposes this knowledge of objectivity. There could 
not be subjective association imless there is also the 
possibility of the knowledge of objective relations. 

Let us take any concrete illustration. The per- 
ception of the tree or the blackbird, which I have 
mentioned, is a very complex affair. We recognise'* 
that we are thinking of a tree or a blackbird, and 
know them distinctly enojigh to call them so.- There 
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may be, and are, disputes as to wbat in this complex 
is given to us and what is matter of inference, but 
these difiSculties are irrelevant in the present con- 
nection. We interpret what we see as a thing, and 
a particular kind of thing, to wit a blackbird or a 
tree ; we recognise it as part of a spatial context, and 
occupying that context at the present time and not 
at any other time. All this implies the categories or 
principles of spatial and temporal order, of thinghood, 
and perhaps of causality, since we think of what we 
perceive as bound together by conditions which do 
not depend on us.’ Our object of perception, therefore, 
is and must be complex, and must involve general 
principles of the connection of existence. What is 
more, such complexity and order is the least that 
can be demanded. Our random thoughts, it is true, 
seem exceptions to this regular order, and we dis- 
tin,guish them on this ground. We can all distinguish 
dreams from waking. But the dream worl^"is only 
possible because the waking world is possible. It 
is a shadow of the waking world, copies it in its 
characteristic features, is secondary and derivative. 
The essence of Kant’s argument is to show this 
clearly, and, in particular, to prove that fleeting and 
subjective experiences can only be said to be known 
at all, or to be in any way present to mind, if mind 
can also know and distinguish this objective order. 
Anything that is known must be capable of being 
recognised for what it is, a recognition which imphes 
acquaintance with these general principles of order. 
And that account holds good of any object of 
cognition. 

Since, then, the object of cognition must be both 
complex ahd connected, if follows that the cognition 
which refers to this object is also complex and con- 
nected or, in other words, forms a unity. Acts of 
cognition are experiences referring to an object, and 
they are distinguished anjJ described by means of 
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the objects to which they refer. ^ There must, there- 
fore, be a ‘ one-one ’ correspondence between act and 
object, however difficult it may be to specify the 
content or the unity of the act in contradistinction 
to those of the object. The mind grows as the 
objects revealed to it grow. It is not .more of a 
unity than what it knows, nor is it less of a unity. 
It does not overlap its object but is coextensive 
with that object. Nothing else, indeed, is possible, 
or has any meaning. And because, as Kant has 
proved, retentiveness is necessary to any knowledge, 
it follows that the unity of mind at any time is 
stamped with the message of the past. Thj^ fact is 
also the fact of its continuity through time, and a 
further implication of this unity and continuity is 
that any experience must also have a reference to 
th*e future. We live with our heads up stream. 

•This argument does not imply, in any way, that 
we cannot mean and intend particular things as such. 
We can and do intend them. But they, in their 
singularity, are not the total object of cognition at 
any time. We may, and do, select some part of the 
total object of cognition for special consideration, 
and most of our statements refer to it alone. But 
we know throughout that we are selecting, and this 
implies a knowledge of more than that which is 
selected. And again, it is not implied that the 
validity of knowledge somehow depends upon the 
whole system of knowledge. There is system, no 
doubt, but it is possible to know, and to know 
finally, particular connections within that system 
without any explicit knowledge of the rest of the 
system. A certain school of logicians and'phdosophers 
maintain that the ultimate subject of any proposition 
is reality as a whole. ■'■That is a theory, perhaps, 
which is susceptible of many interpretations, but if 
it means either that the knowledge of any particular 
truth logically implies thg knowledge of the whole 
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truth, or that we try to know everything when we 
refer to anything, then it is false. When we judge 
that Caesar crossed the Rubicon we do not intend 
to refer to any man except Caesar or any river except 
the Rubicon. A great deal of history went to the 
making of that event, and it was rich in consequences. 
But we refer to none of these when we make the 
judgment, still less to anything else. It is worth while 
to devote some attention to this point in order to 
make it intelligible, and to show its consistency with 
our previous arguments, and for that purpose it is 
well to consider objections. A clear statement of 
the opposite case may be found in one of the chapters 
of Mr. Joachim’s essay on The Nature of Truth, and 
we may therefore examine what he says. ' 

The part of Mr. Joachim’s argument which is 
especially relevant is that which defends the coherefice 
theory of truth. Mr. Joachim urges that truth and 
falsity belong only to judgment, and that if we think 
of judgment as we ought to think of it, i.e. as a piece 
of concrete thinking, we shall see that its significance 
depends on its coherence. ‘A judgment, as the 
inseparable unity of thinking and the (mject thought, 
is a piece of concrete thinking. The precise nature 
of its affirmation, its precise meaning, is largely 
determined by the conditions under which it is made. 
The judgment occurs in a particular context, it ispues 
from a special background, it concentrates in itself 
various kinds and degrees of knowledge. Its meaning 
is coloured by all these determining factors, which 
together (and with others) constitute the medium 
of any piece of concrete thinking. , . . Every 
judgment, as a piece of concrete thinking, is informed, 
conditioned, and to some extent constituted by the 
a<ppercipient character of the mind which makes it, 
just as what the histologist sees under the microscope 
is conditioned by the scientific knowledge which has 
trained his “eye ’-and “informs”, his vision. ... To 
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the boy, who is learning the multiplication table, 
3^ = 9 possess6s probably a minimum of meaning. 
It is simply one item of the many which he is 
obliged to commit to memory. . . . But to the 
arithmetician 3® = 9 is perhaps a shorthand symbol 
for the whole science of arithmetic as known at the 
time. As a piece of his concrete thinking, it may 
signify all that could be read into it and expressed by 
the best arithmetical knowledge hitherto attained.’^ 
Mr. Joachim goes on to say that any body of 
knowledge, any science for instance, tacitly makes 
the same assumption. ‘ The scientific mind ’ probably 
does not exist by itself. It is a general expression 
for the thoughts of men of science so far as they are 
thinking about science and not about their own 
personal affairs. ‘ The meaning of any judgment of 
science is vitally dependent upon the system of 
knowledge which forms its context, and which is the 
“ appercipient character ” of “ the scientific mind ” at 
that stage of its development. And this appercipient 
character, as the “ scientific mind ” passes through 
the various stages of its development, undergoes a 
modification which is far more akin to the organic 
growth of a living thing than to increase by aggrega- 
tion or to change by elimination and 'addition of 
constituent elements. . . . Would it be maintained 
that the discovery of the differential calculus left the 
contents of the “scientific mmd” unaltered, and merely 
added fresh elements to the old stock ? Has not the 
entire character of the mathematical mind been 
changed by the discovery, so that every judgment 
which it makes is invested with a new significance ? ’ ® 
These arguments seem very convincing, and suggest 
that there can be no truth short of the whole truth. 
The problem is how their cogency may be admitted 
without affecting the validity of our earlier con^ 
tentions. 

^ The Nature of Truths pp. ^-93, 
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There seems to be almost an antinomy. On the 
one hand any great scientific theory, such as the 
law of evolution, seems to give both the principles 
and the observations of science a new and a richer 
meaning and, indeed, to make them new. Where 
is the necjessity for prolonged scientific training if it 
were not so ? The embryo scientist must acquire an 
appercipient system like that of his teachers before 
he can either appreciate the old discoveries or make 
new ones. On the other hand the stability of observed 
facts is a presupposition of any advance. The 
superiority of a new theory to an old consists in the 
fact that a greater number of recorded observations 
become intelligible upon the later theory than upon 
the earlier. Both theories set out to explain the same 
set of facts. If the facts changed, the new theory 
would not be the better explanation of the old subject 
matter. And there is another point. Much of the 
advance of science consists in singling out some 
particular element and holding fast to it. It 
distinguishes the relevant particulars more exactly 
than was previously done. The earliest experimenters 
carefully noted the position of the planets, at the 
time of their experiments, and took steps to exorcise 
the fiends. They were right on the basis of their 
knowledge. The planets might make a difference, 
and so might the fiends unless the experimenter 
made them ‘bow to the force of his pentageron.’ ' 
Nowadays we guard against other sources of error. 
The chief business of experiment is to learn how to 
neglect the greater part of the system of nature, and 
to hold fast the particulars in its despite. How can 
this antinomy be solved ? 

Let us begin by considering the schoolboy and his 
master, a particularly ignorant schoolboy, of course, 
and a particularly competent master. The school- 
boy and his master both judge that 3^ = 9 but, accord- 
ing to Mr. Joa«him, the schoolboy’s meaning in 
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making this judgment is quite different from kis 
master’s. The schoolboy means almost nothing, the 
master means the whole science of arithmetic. The 
question is whether this is a fair statement of the 
case, and that could only be settled if we knew 
precisely what each of them really meant.,^ Let us 
suppose, for instance, that the schoolboy’s knowledge 
is only the knowledge of a rule for manipulatmg 
mathematical symbols. The master’s knowledge 
m^t include this knowledge, and the two, therefore, 
will be in partial agreement. The master may be 
more familiar with these rules than the boy, and 
more expert in* calculating according to them, but 
this is a difference of degree, not of kind, and in so 
far as the particular act of reckoning is concerned, 
i.e. the act which declares that 3® = 9 and not 9|- or 
' 8f , the two are in absolute agreement, and mean 
precisely the same thing. Where, then, is the differ- 
ence ? The master knows that these rules of reckoning 
are instances of certain general prmciples. The 
schoolboy is not capable of appreciating these 
principles ; it is enough for him if by following the 
rules he may quahfy himself for the position of a 
book-keeper. The master may even know that the 
rules are only applications of the principles of 
symbolic logic, although the chances are that he 
neglects this consideration entirely when he corrects 
exercises or balances his own accounts. He prefers 
to keep his general apperceptive system in the 
background. In a sense, then, he may be said to 
mean (sometimes) something different from the boy. 
But in what sense precisely ? 

The difference is that the master knows what the 
boy knows, and also knows more. The symbols, for 
him, refer to a wider and more complex object, but 
this object includes the object which is also known 
by the boy. Mr. Joachim argues that this position is* 
untenable on the ground that it amounts to saying 
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that the system of truth is only an aggregate of 
particular truths; but that interpretation is surely 
unnecessary. If I tell Horatio that there are more 
things in heaven and earth than any philosopher has 
dreamed, I surely cannot b§ taken to mean that the 
unimagin^d things have only a numerical relation to 
the others. The simple statement that there is a 
higher percentage of proof spirit in sherry than in 
beer does not deny that both may have causal effects 
on an organism, or prove that either of them is a mere 
aggregate. Everything is related to everything else, 
and the discovery of a new context means the dis- 
covery of new relations between a given thing and 
'other things. » The whole question is whether relations 
necessarily make a difference to the intrinsic character 
of the terms related, and it is not difficult to prove 
that they need not. There must be a relation 
between the act of knowledge and its object, and, 
therefore, if relations necessarily make a difference 
to their terms, it follows that we can never know 
any object as it is in itself, i.e. truly.^ It is one 
thing, therefore, to maintain that when we think of 
’.anything, however simple, we must think of it within 
, a context, and that the development of knowledge 
consists principally in discovering a broader, and yet 
a broader, contex't. It is another thing, and it is 
false, to maintain that the increase of knowledge 
necessarily affects the validity of any particular 
established truth. V- • 

, These considerations, I think, are sufficient to 
prove the necessity for the cognitive unity and con- 
tinuity of mmd, and to defend this unity against 
misinterpretation. It is true that knowledge can 
never spring a total surprise, since it must blend with 

1 This, of course, is very controversial, but the answer is not doubtful 
if any truth can be quite true , and that is the claim of all truth, strictly 
''understood. It is otherwise if a distinction is drawn between ‘ correctness ' 
and ‘truth,’ and the conclusions of the intellect said to be so ‘correct’ as 
to be intellectually mccjrngible. But that is the refuge of despair^ 
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previous knowledge. It is true that almost every feet 
of wMch an educated mind is aware is either a clue to 
discovery or an instance of prmeiple. Again, it is 
true that limitation of knowledge may breed error, 
ihe whole question at issue is whether it must in- 
variably do so, and we have argued that it need not. 
Finally, it is important to guard against exaggerating 
the unity and continuity of the normal self as seen 
in experiences of cognition. 

In the first place we must not suppose* that all 
our cognitions are true. Error dwells with all of us, 
and error does not necessarily disrupt the self, except 
in a metaphorical sense. There are many minds 
which are content to lie in error, and even to con- 
struct a limited but tolerably consistent scheme of 
things upon a basis which is partially erroneous. 
The ‘ felt contradiction ’ which is the root of the 
Hegelian dialectic is frequently not felt at all. The 
highly developed mind feels it most. Other mmds 
feel it seldom, if at all. The more we know, the 
more do obstinate questionings arise, and the more 
detailed and specific these questionings become. 
In the second place, while the unity of the self is 
very complete and striking in some respects, it is 
exceedingly incomplete in others. If we consider 
some complicated train of intellectual processes, let 
us say the estimation of evidence in a trial, then the 
unity of that process is very clear. There is a per- 
petual sifting of what is relevant, a perpetual purging 
of' the irrelevant. Many alternative hypotheses must 
be conjointly entertained and due value assigned to 
each. At each step in the process it is necessary to 
keep the results of previous investigation in mind. 
Facts which, in most cases, would be trivial and un- 
worthy of notice may, in this case, be fraught with 
deep meaning. But it is idle to suppose that th« 
unity of the self (or of its object as known) is always, 
or usually, of this peculiarly close description. Such 
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a unity cannot be long sustained, and is probably 
never found in tbe total object of cognition at any 
moment, still less for a prolonged period. We are 
seldom, if ever, completely .absorbed in our task. 
Irrelevancies 'will obtrude themselves. We perpetu- 
ally findf ourselves thinking of personal matters, 
directing our attention to bodily sensations or objects 
in the room, glancing out of the window, remember- 
ing items of purely local interest which we may have 
noticed in the daily press, forming plans for employ- 
ing ourselves in the non-working part of the day. 
These irrelevancies may, from another point of view, 
be supremely important, but they are certainly 
irrelevant to the particular task before us. They 
obtrude themselves upon us because of the accident 
of our position in time and space. No doubt we 
shall be able to discover a certain unity in all the 
objects of which the self is aware throughout a tract 
of time and we might find full and complete system 
if we were omniscient. * But, fortunately or unfortu- 
nately, we are not : and,, therefore, when we give an 
impartial estimate of the actual unity of cognition 
and its objects which we find in experience we must 
admit that«the unity of particular cognitive processes 
within the 'whole is greater than that of the whole 
itself * ‘ 

The point is very obvious but, perhaps, some 
further illustrations are not out of place. Let us 
consider -the thoughts of a man who is a barrister and 
also a member of Parliament. As he masters each 
particular case his thoughts will have a close unity so 
far as they refer to this case. But when one case is 
over he will immediately set to work on another one 
which may be completely different. His legal know- 
ledge and his legal methods will have a certain 
general unity but a much looser one than the unity 
of these particular cases. Then there are his thoughts 
about party and'^its principles (if there are any) and 
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its tactics. His habits of thought on legal matters 
will, no doubt, affect his political opmions. But the 
difference may be more marked than the resemblance. 
He will suit his speeches to the needs and the capacity 
of his audience, his views on particular questions wdl, 
probably, be much clearer and more de^nite than 
his grasp of general political theory. Moreover, the 
barrister will also have to think of personal matters — 
his business and his family. * Speaking generally, 
then, his thoughts will refer almost contemporaneously 
to a number of different sets of objects. There will 
be a close unity of thought according as it refers to 
each particular set, but the unity is much looser when 
we consider the whole object of his various acts of 
cognition.* Similar arguments hold of the man of 
science and, a fortiori, of the thoughts of less dis- 
tinguished people. We hear weekly from the pulpit, 
or could if we chose, that it is very dangerous to 
keep our religion for Sundays, our recreation for 
Saturdays, and our business for the other days of the 
week ; but the preacher is really calling attention to 
a fact of psychology which is not peculiar to religion. 
Most men think consistently enough upon particular 
topics, but their thoughts, as a whole, are extremely 
inconsistent. They accept arguments on some 
occasions, which they would not tolerate on any 
others, and they could not explain consistently why 
they estimate the evidence so differently in different 
cases. 

Hitherto we have tried to describe the unity -Of 
the cognitive self as it appears at a developed level. 
It remains, however, to formulate an account of 
cognition which will hold of the self at any stage of 
its career. We have to remember childhood as well 
as maturity, and second childhood as well as either. 
And it may appear that to say that knowledge, 
requires recognition or that the object of perception 
must be seen to be coi^inuous with the object of 
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previous perception, clearly implies the neglect of the 
first stage of knowledge or perception. But such 
speculations as to origin cannot be more than mere 
speculations. Even ambiguous evidence is lacking. 
tJntil we have unity and continuity of the type 
described we have something less than a self. It is 
probable that something which may perhaps’ be 
called experience preceded the type of experience 
which we know. But development, while it implies 
continuity, does not imply that the later stages are 
contained in the earlier. We might as well argue 
that the knowledge of the law of gravitation was 
contained m protoplasm. And therefore it is useless 
to attempt to explain developed cognition in terms 
of anything simpler. Nor have we any instance of, 
sS to speak, a primordial thought which owes nothing 
to previous experience, and if the experience of a self 
is preceded by a type of experience below the level of 
selfhood then there is no need for seeking such a 
primordial cognitive act. This mode of argument, 
it may be objected, only serves to put the problem 
one stage further back ; it does not solve it. Be it 
so. In that case I can only say that I do not dare 
to speculate on origins. 

If we wish some general descriptive formula for 
this cognitive unity of the mind, it is best to say that 
the cognitive process is essentially logical. That 
may very well appear to be a definition per ohscurius. 
A satisfactory definition of logic is not easily discovered, 
and the chief characteristic of many minds would 
seem to be their lack of logic. Common sense abounds 
in fallacies and is wont to leap to conclusions for 
which it cannot assign adequate grounds. We may 
talk if we will of intuition or super-logic, but this, 
when it occurs, is almost a happy accident, and is 
_ frequently only a flattering unction to confusfed 
thinking. Moreover, it is clear on any theory 
that concrete kp.owledge,^ whether of science or 
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metaphysics or common sense, involves more than 
formal logic. * At the same time there is some 
meaning in the old formula that the essence of man 
is his rationality, the logical character of his thought. 
If'he IS not logical he apes logic. > His very fallacies 
clothe themselves in the guise of logic. O^ily a mind 
acquainted with logic could commit logical fallacies. i 
Moreover, most fallacies are fallacies of confusion. 

It is a fallacy to convert an A proposition simply. 
But many A propositions admit validly of simple 
conversion, and the fallacy, when it occurs, consists in 
hurriedly mistaking the one type of A proposition 
for the other. The disease is not usually incurable, 
for the mind which commits the fallacy can usually 
recognise the fallacy when it is pointed out. And in 
cases of so-called super-logic it is probable that steps 
of argument are vaguely apprehended and inter- 
posed. There is some tincture of a logical scheme 
despite the super-logic. And if, as philosophers, we 
deplore the vagueness and inconsistency of common 
sense the chances are that we are too pessimistic. 
Common sense is a kind of thinking. The philosopher 
must reckon with it. He cannot ignore it. He 
ought to recognise that common sense has usually 
grounds for its opinions and that these grounds are 
very likely to be correct. Its principal failing is 
that it is incompetent to express its grounds clearly 
and fully ; and the philosopher should attempt first of 
all to elicit these grounds, following the example of 
Socrates in the Meno. ° 

To say that the unity of cognition is logical need 
not mean very much, but at least it is an attempt 
to specify with an approach to accuracy. This logic, 
of course, is not the logic of the schools, although it 
includes that logic. The problems discussed in the 
logic of the schools are usually introduced fro^jt- 
historical considerations and not because of soine 
general unity of plan ; a^d consequently school logic 
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is too often an anaorphous collection of discussions 
on loosely connected topics. None the less, there is 
no real need for decrying its utility. The syllogism 
is not effete, and it is not a superstition, and 
immediate inferences really are inferences. Similarly 
the doctrines of definition, division, induction and 
the like, really deserve study. What is lacking is 
unity of plan and width of scope. Modern logic, and 
especially the labours of the mathematicians, have 
done something to unravel the tangle ; but much 
remains to be done. And formal logic, however 
essential, is only the form and not -the body of 
logical thinkmg. » In its essence logical thinking 
consists in judgments of relevant connection, and 
the ordering of the results of these in connected 
series. It is in this sense, and in this sense only, 
that I wish to maintain that cognition is essentially 
logical, and I have done so despite the misconceptions 
to which the statement is liable.' 

A word may be said upon the place of intuition. 
The phrase intuition, especially ‘ intellectual intuition,' 
may have many meanings, as any one may see who 
cares to study the great period of German philosophy. 
But the most usual and the most important sense of 
the word intuition is that after a long and painful 
process of analytic investigation we may be able to 
perceive at a glance the whole setting and the whole 
truth of the facts before us. There is no piecing 
together bit by bit, there is no elaborate recognition 
of particular implications. The process is swallowed 
up in its result. The result is complete vision, 
complete insight, like the picture of his whole life 
which, we are told, flashes before the mind of a 
drowning man. Such vision is real although, of course, 
it is rare and sometimes fallacious ; but, on the other 
''Jprnd, it does not dispense with logic. Let us suppose, 
for instance, that a new unifying hypothesis flashes 
upon the mind of % Larwimor a Faraday. Then the 
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seer is able to perceive at a glance that tbis conception 
will apply to a multitude of instances. But bis next 
task is to apply it in detail, and in that case tbe 
insight of intuition is only tbe beginning, not tbe 
end. And if it be replied that be still bas tbe vision, 
and bas it fuller and clearer, after be bas applied 
bis conceptions to detail, stiU it does not follow 
that tbe intuition bas any bigber validity than tbe 
applications. Tbe intuition is only a general sense 
of tbe way in wbicb a principle can be applied, 
together with a knowledge of tbe truth of tbe 
application in individual instances and an insistent 
psychological tendency to apply it in this way. It is 
as much a sense of power as a knowledge of truth. 
And it is no exception to our general theory 

These remarks may suffice for a general description 
of tbe unity and continuity of tbe cognitive self, but 
before proceeding further it is advisable to add some 
explanations with reference to tbe kind of continuity 
implied. ' Just as tbe unity of tbe cognitive self as 
a whole is looser than that of particular series of 
cognitive processes within it, so in tbe case of con- 
tinuity. With most of us tbe trend of our thoughts 
continues relatively constant for some time, and then 
diverges in a new direction. We begin a piece of 
work and after a time, willingly or unwillingly, tbe 
inevitable interruption comes and we direct our 
attention to something entirely different. •- We think 
of bridge instead of philosophy, and even in tbe most 
continuous and concentrated trains of thought tb'ere 
are repeated gaps in which we find ourselves thinking 
of something irrelevant. Tbe important point is 
that temporal gaps are irrelevant to tbe continuity 
of thought. A long iuterval, no doubt, will some- 
what impair that continuity, since it will imply 
some obliviscence, and tbe results of psycbologigii- 
experiments on memory seem to show that any 
interval bas some slighit effect df this kind. But 
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the continuity is much the most important feature 
of the case. When, next morning, we resume 
our philosophical studies after an evening of bridge, 
we take them up again at the point where we left 
them. The continuity of thought mocks at intervals 
of time, and this implies the noteworthy conclusion 
which we have already had occasion to mention.* If 
we consider all the objects of our thought throughout 
our lives or any portion of them we shall find a 
certain continuity, although comparatively little. On 
the other hand, we shall find very great continuity in 
certain trains of thought which occur intermittently 
in the course of our lives.' 

It may be objected, however, that the continuity 
of these relatively disconnected trains of thought is 
more important from the point of view of personality 
than the more systematic continuity of the connected 
ones. In so far as the thoughts of two investigators 
are directed logically and systematically to the same 
problem the two thinkers agree. We see that they 
are really different persons when we notice their 
idiosyncrasies and the way in which the rest of their 
lives affects this portion of their thinking. Let us 
suppose, for instance, that the two investigators in 
question are philosophers or psychologists. Their 
arguments may reveal their personality only in com- 
paratively irrelevant and accidental respects. We 
shall find what manner of men they are principally 
from the „ examples and illustrations they choose. 
The psychologist who is fond of billiards or of chess 
will be almost certain to mention one or other of 
these games in the course of his writings. Plato’s 
philosophy stands for all time, but his examples are 
a mirror qf the life of Greece. Argument of this 
type, however, rests upon confusion. The things in 
-■^ich men differ are not necessarily a more faithful 
index of their personality than the things in which 
they agree. On the contrary, in the instance before 
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us, the fact that both our investigators are psycho- 
logists or philosophers is probably the m(^t distinctive 
feature of their personality. The influence of their 
studies upon the rest of their thinkiflg is, probably, 
much more pronounced than the converse influence 
of the rest of their thinking upon them- studies. 
There is much that is arbitrary in the way in which 
we say that the real man appears most distinctively 
in some one of the things which he does. Was the 
real Napoleon more manifest on the battlefield of 
Marengo or in the retreat from Moscow, at St. Helena 
or in the negotiations for the divorce from Josephme? 
The cognitive self, of course, includes all its cogni- 
tions, but that is no reason for maintaining that the 
general unity of these cognitions is the only feature 
of the self that requires mention. Nor is scientific 
or logical thinking really impersonal. It is always 
personal, but two thinkers may have the same kind 
of thoughts. 

In passing to the unity of the self m feeling we 
should remember that this aspect of the self has been 
emphasised in general literature from a very early 
period. Since the times of Hippocrates and of Galen 
it has been usual to distinguish personality according 
to temperament. The division is rough and general 
like all others, but it is useful none the less. The 
choleric, the sanguine, the phlegmatic and the melan- 
cholic are always with us, and form distinctive types. 
It is true that the ancient division into temperaments 
and humours was based on physiology rather than, on 
psychology, and did not refer to feeling only. 

It may, by metaphor, apply itself 
Unto the general disposition : 

As when some one peculiar quality 
Doth so possess a man that it doth draw ^ 

All his affects, his spirits, and his powers 
In their confluctions, all to run one way. 

This may be truly said to be a humour.^ * 


^ Ben Jonson, Every Man out of 1m Bmnourj Prologue 
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The affects, spirits and powers (or, in other words, 
feeling, kno’syledge, and will) all go to the making of 
a humour, or general disposition. But the reference 
IS primarily to*' the affects or emotions, and these, we 
have said, are feelings. It is to the feelings of men 
that the satirist chiefly devotes his attention. 

Qmcqmd agunt homines, votnm, UmoT, tra, 

Qaud/io, discursus, nostn farrago Izbelli.^ 

And the satirist is a master in psychology. 

Again, the unity and continuity of feeling, and 
its connection with personality as a whole, was a 
prominent feature of early discussions of psychology. 
Spinoza was as great a psychologist as philosopher, 
and his analysis of the affectus or emotions in the 
third part of the Ethics bears this point constantly 
in mind. For him love and hate, joy and sadness, 
envy and pity are part of the setting of psychical 
life. They are, or imply, confused ideas, they 
determiue thought, they are linked with the primary 
conatus which is our being. And in quite recent 
times we find in the theory of the sentiments, as it 
is presented by Mr. Shand^ and others, a powerful 
commentary on the continuity of feehng. Indeed, 
a discussion of this doctrine is enough to raise the 
salient questions at issue. 

Feeling, or the affective side of consciousness, in- 
cludes, as we have seen, all kinds of excitement, 
all emotions, desire, pleasure and pain. But these 
feelings do not occur at random. They, too, are 
organised, and form a system, and the system centres 
round objects, or groups of objects. This fact is at 
once a proof of the unity and continuity of feeling, a 
confirmation of the view that feelings are references 
to objects, and an indication of the close connection 
between feehng and the other elements of conscious- 
ness. Hence its importance m the present place, 

JuTenal, Sat. i 85-86 

® See hia chapters in Stout’s Groundworh of Psychology ^ and cf, Eibot, 
La Psychohgie des sentimen^. 
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We can trace the sentiments at every stage of 
psychical life. Although the child is net aware of 
the nature of the relationship between'*^ his mother 
and himself, he loves his mother, and sh4 becomes the 
centre, to him, of a very complex world of feelings. 
He is pained at her absence, pleased with her presence. 
His hopes and his fears revolve round her. He admires 
her with all the strength of his little being. He is 
convinced that she is the best of all possible mothers, 
and, even in later life, his feelings with regard to a 
multitude of important questions are determined by 
his early association with her. He may disbelieve 
much that he has learned at her knee. He may 
consider her opinions speculatively unsound, but he 
will fed a strong respect for these opinions because 
of their connection with her. And, as time rolls on, 
a few faded lines in her handwriting, an old portrait, 
an old sketch will arouse a long train of reverie which 
is more than half feeling. This is true of all our 
feelings. They are centred round objects, they differ 
according to the circumstances of those objects, they 
become increasingly complex as our knowledge of 
those objects grows. When David lamented the 
death of Jonathan he showed what this unity of 
feeling is. He was proud of what Jonathan had 
been, he felt sorrow for his death and for the emptiness 
which that had brought to his own life, and withal 
he felt joy in the memory of their companionship and 
pleasure in the thought of what each had been to 
the other. And if we try to analyse our feelings 
towards our old home, or our country, our pride 
in them, our fears for them, our love of them, we find 
another illustration of this same truth. We feel with 
our world, our feelings grow with that world and 
refer to it. 

It follows that there is the closest possible connec- 
tion between the unity of feeling and the unity df” 
cognition. One or the other may predominate in 
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certain persons, but the unity of the two is much 
more impo^-tant than the predominance of either. 
The failure 'to recognise this fact has, I think, had 
a very unfortunate effect on much modern discussion 
of social psychology. The reaction against the psycho- 
logy of the earlier English economists has all the 
marks of an extreme reaction. Feeling is enthroned 
and reason displaced for reasons which are specious 
but inadequate. One wonders at the title of feeling 
to the throne, and it may not be amiss to consider it. 

We may admit that the. psycholqgy of these 
early economists was seriously defective. In affairs 
political men do not act and vote merely according 
to reason, even if that ‘ reason ’ be enlightened self- 
interest. And the -general education of the masses 
has not appreciably increased the intellectual value 
of a vote. So much must be admitted, but it does 
not follow that blind impulse and emotion have the 
reins of power. Let us grant that rhetoric is more 
potent than argument; and posters, emblems and 
. catchwords more important than either. The picture 
of the httle loaf is still, perhaps, the best argument 
for free trade. But such posters are not merely 
appeals to feeling. They are appeals to perception 
and what it suggests. This is less than reason, it is 
true, but it is not entirely irrational, and it is not 
an appeal to blind feeling. So far as it is an appeal 
to feeling, it is really an appeal to the sentiments 
aroused % this perception. Only a rational being 
could have these sentiments, and only to him would 
the poster suggest a meaning. What is necessary is 
to stimulate the imagination of a voter, and his 
imagination is not entirely irrational. The poster 
simulates logic, the catchword pretends to be argu- 
ment, and if the pretence is better than the reality, 
^he mere fact that it is a pretence is surely of great 
significance. 

There is no question of a de facto deposition of 
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reason. True, our emotions often carry u^’ away, and ’ 
disturb the clear current of thought. Buhthey do so, 
not by obliterating all the evidence, but b^suppressing 
part of it. Instead of considering the British public 
during the fever of an election, let us consider its 
members when their blood is cooler and ^ they are 
reflective. Then reason enters, and it does not stand 
apart without any influence on the subsequent current 
of their thoughts and actions. The broader view which 
they take may seem to cease at the next election, 
and may be prompted by nothing better than selfish 
dissatisfaction with the government for which, not 
long before, they shouted lo Triumphe ! But even 
so, there is a distinct influence of reason. What is 
the meaning of it all? Feeling prompts to the act 
of noticmg principles as well as to other acts. There- 
fore the sentiment ^ided by a certain mterpretation 
will prompt to a fuller appreciation of that inter- 
pretation, and will temporarily obscure any other 
point of view. This is the result of the poster, or 
the catchword, and of the sentiments they arouse. But 
’dissatisfaction resulting from fuller knowledge will 
prompt the embracing of the contrary. It is far from 
certain that two different men can ever feel differently 
with regard to the same question. If we include in 
the question all the meaning it suggests to each of 
them, there will probably be a different question for 
each. The principle seen after the election will seem 
different from that which is seen during the Section. 

We might even say that there is a logic of the 
sentiments. Whether that be so or not there is unity 
in feeling, and enlightenment in feeling. But the 
perception of this truth must not drive us into 
error. We must not exaggerate the degree of system 
in the feelings any more than in the cognitions of the 
self The sentiments of the child, for mstance, are ^ 
loosely organised, just as his knowledge is loosely* 
organised, and there is none of us in whom the 
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'sentimentsl any more than the system of knowledge, 
form a peKect whole, totus, teres, atque rotundus. 
Our sentiments are as inconsistent as our judgments. 
Of two rebelVons which are really in pari materia, 
we applaud one and loathe the other ; but we shall 
also find that the two are understood differently. 
We understand the causes of the rebellion which we 
applaud, and enter into the motives of the rebels. 
We know that this rebellion is not merely a case of 
wicked perversity. The same is probably true of the 
rebellion we detest, but in that case all we know is 
the ugly fact that there is a rebellion. We have no 
inner knowledge of the forces at work, many of which 
may be intrinsically valuable. Part of the reason for 
the difference of sentiment may be the wilful neglect 
of some aspects of the object we admire as a whole. 
We can justify the end only by shutting #ur eyes to 
the means. But the main reason is the fulness and 
intimacy of our knowledge of circumstances. The 
difference in the emotions of two men with regard to 
socialism depends chiefly on how they understand 
socialism. To the one it is an abhorred fury, working 
havoc with morals, religion and the family. To the 
other it is a panacea for the rottenness which pervades 
the core of society. And the unity of feeling is built 
up around these divergent interpretations. We must 
not overrate the unity of cognition; we must not 
underrate the unity of feeling. De gustibus non est 
d%sputandum. It may be so ; but remember the 
correlative maxim, Quot homines, tot sententiae. 

The unity and continuity of endeavour, as we 
have seen, is the basis of one of the principal argu- 
ments for the primacy of will. To strive persistently 
for an end, with various modifications as circum- 
stances dictate, is a fundamental characteristic of the 
self. We find ourselves in the fulfilment of our aims. 
^We inhibit warring tendencies, and neglect the un- 
essential, and so'^we come to seek and understand, to 
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a greater or lesser degree, the end and am of onr 
being. In a way we narrow our energies' because we 
restrict them. This is the difference , aetween the 
day-dreams of youth, with their unhmited outlook 
on possibilities, and the sober, narrow earnest of the 
man of affairs. But in another way we expand our 
energies in and through this very concentration, and, 
on the whole, expand them consistently. » Sedulous 
attention to details is the only activity worth pursuing. 

Indeed it is more important to notice the limita- 
tions in the unity and continuity of endeavour. 
There is nothing easier than the overstatement of a 
general truth. To say that human beings persistently 
follow a single plan of life, even if that plan is known 
to them only in part, is clearly not a true description 
of fact. If we find our real aims in their partial ful- 
filment, we also modify these aims, in the majority 
of cases, beyond aU recognition. If there is a real 
aim it is often real only because we are driven to it, 
and there is also a place for wanton caprice. The 
self develops and it also decays. Development, it is 
true, implies continuity of process, unity and differ- 
entiation in maturity, and novelty in the later stages 
as compared with the earlier, but it is impossible to 
specify the degree of unity and continuity which is 
requisite for the existence of development in any 
given instance. The fact of novelty does not destroy 
identity, but it certainly destroys many hasty inter- 
pretations of identity. Samuel Butler says somewhere 
that ‘life is like a fugue. Everything must grow 
out of the subject and there must be nothing new.’ 
Perhaps it is so. But in what sense does a fugue 
contain nothing new, and not the unity of our 
plans a lesser thing than the harmony of a fugue ? 
Moreover, when disintegration always accompanies 
progress, and senescence is wedded to growth, does it 
not seem that discontinuity is just as important ah 
unity or continuity ? 


t 
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As it i| with, our thoughts, so it is with our 
purposes. ,Khere is a, closely knit connection in many 
particular ^ands of a life, and a much looser con- 
tinuity in t^ fabric as a whole. The day’s labour 
may be concentrated and organised, and perhaps the 
day’s pleasures, severally and individually. We can 
explain what we are doing in each of these cases, and 
what we want to get. It is a far harder task to ex- 
plain their unity as a whole. These several activities 
are connected inter se. If the telephone bell, with 
its message of business, calls a man from a rubber of 
bridge, he will switch his business mind on to the 
telephone with an accuracy that rivals the exchange, 
and weave the message into his business plans at the 
point where he left them off. And when he returns 
to the bridge table, he will switch off from business, 
and play to the score as it was left. But this is a 
question of separate unities connected together com- 
paratively loosely. No doubt there is some connectioa, 
if it be only in the plans for the disposition of time, 
and some pursuits irradiate into others. ‘ Shop ’ has 
been heard on the golf links ere now, and a man’s 
profession is sometimes stamped on his outward 
appearance. Again, in looking back on our lives as 
a whole, we can often detect very close resemblances 
between our purposes then and our purposes now. 
But let us beware of a very prevalent fallacy. Are 
we not inclined to call these purposes fundamental 
because ^e continuity in their case is very clear, and 
we like to appear consistent to ourselves ? The kind 
and degree of the continuity of the self can never 
be discovered if each investigator marks only where 
he hits, and neglects the^disunion and the caprice. 

The conclusions of the argument in this chapter 
may be expressed very briefly. The claim to self- 
hood demands unity and continuity of a distinctive 
type, and it is essential to investigate the particular 
type of unity and continuity which appears at the 
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level of experiences. When the inaports^-nee of the 
recognition of this unity has once been admitted, 
the danger of exaggerating it becomes "^ry real, and 
this danger must be carefully avoided, f On the other 
hand, there is a pronounced and important unity 
and continuity which appears equally^ though 
diversely, in feeling, endeavour, and cognition 
respectively ; and, despite the diversity, there is 
a manifest similarity in all these instances. There 
is a logic of the sentiments as well as a logic of 
cognition, and it is unnecessary to add that there 
IS a logic of endeavour. The unity of endeavour, 
the persistent strivmg for an end with variations of 
detail, appears precisely in the measure m which 
there is a consistent plan. Such a description, 
however, must not be taken to imply that there is 
any primacy of cognition. If the unity of cognition 
has been discussed more fully in these pages than 
that of either feeling or will, the reason is only that 
there has been a tendency to neglect it in some 
recent discussions. The important point is the cor- 
respondence of the unity in all the features of mind. 
This correspondence in all the elements, together 
with the co-ordinate importance of each, is a con- 
vincing proof of the reality of the unity. 

I shall conclude this discussion by mentioning a 
very obvious corollary of its argument. The analysis 
of the unity and continuity of the self is also the 
analysis of personal identity, and therefore has been 
the subject of a great deal of philosophical discussion. 
Our argument has referred only to the identity of 
that self which can be discovered by introspection. 
This self, it is plain, consists of experiences, and its 
idejitity is of the experiences. We can recognise the 
identity in one way only, that is to say by a judg- 
ment of comparison. It is necessary to compare the 
self at some time in the past with the self as it is in 
the present, and then w^ can tell* whether and in 
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what respects it is identical. Thus personal identity 
does not inVolve any peculiar logical difficulty. We 
must be ideWcal if we can recognise our identity in 
judging. W\ require memory in order to make the 
comparison implied in any judgment of identity ; 
hut memqry does not make us identical. It merely 
supplies part of the evidence for recognising the fact. 
We must remember the self of the past in order to 
compare it with the self of the present. Perhaps 
there is no personality which is incapable of recognis- 
ing itself in this way, but that is another matter. 
And, of course, if we continue the same pelves from 
year to year, there are long tracts of our existence 
which have ffisappeared from our memory except in 
the vaguest and most general way. But our identity 
must include these forgotten experiences. They were • 
parts of us as truly as the experiences which we 
remember. 

When we reflect on personal identity, however, 
we tend to think of objects as much as of experiences. 
Our thoughts go back to scenes we have witnessed, 
and events in which we have been partakers. The 
men we knew and the things we loved pass before 
us in review. Our identity is correlative to their 
existence, so far as we were connected with them. 
And, in particular, we are apt to regard bodily 
identity as part of what we mean by our own identity. 
As I have shown, the reasons for this he very deep, 
deeper, .aven, than the fact that our evidence for the 
identity of other men must be drawn, principally, 
from the identity of their bodies. But it may seem 
that no amount of argument can be sufficient to over- 
throw this plain testimony of introspection. Quod 
semper, quod ubique, quod ah omnibus. There is a 
catholicity of experience which will brook no denial. 
JThe attempt to show that the unity and continuity 
of experiences is all that personal identity means to 
introspection is ffiredoorneq to failure. 
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The objection seems convincing, but reply is 
adequate. An experience is a reference to an object, 
its being is so to refer, it varies as the ^l^ject varies, 
and to define it, or to think of it, without reference 
to its specific object is plainly imposable. Accord- 
ingly it IS not an objection that we should think of 
objects when we think of our own iden'tity. The 
unity of the world for us is an infallible criterion of 
the unity of our experiences. Our private experience 
shows itself in the things and events to which it 
refers. These things and events are not ourselves, 
though we would not be ourselves unless our experi- 
ences were directed to them. And, therefore, the 
facts are consistent with our argument. 

By the same reasoning there is no paradox in the 
fact that personal identity should seem to be so much 
an affair of the body, or that abrupt changes in or- 
ganic sensation should lead us to doubt whether we 
are the same. Our organic sensations, and our body 
on any interpretation, form a background which is 
constantly present with us. They must be present 
with us as part of the total complex* to which our 
experiences are directed at any given time. And no 
other thing is constantly present in the same way. 
What wonder, then, that we should always think of 
our bodies when we think of ourselves ? The object of 
introspection is an experience, or complex of experi- 
ences, referring to some object ; and we cannot think 
of our experiences without thinking of their objects. 
A constant object, therefore, must always be thought 
of, when we think of ourselves. We carry this body 
and these organic sensations about with us wherever 
we are, on land or sea, in the prairie or the city. 
True, their constancy is only approximate. They 
differ profoundly in the heat of the Sahara and in 
the Canadian winter. They differ with most of us 
on land and on the sea. But if their constancy is 
relative, so is our constancy. They are always with 
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us, despite^lieir variations. They are more constant 
than our clothing or our immediate environment, and 
these, somefl^es, seem part of our being. It would 
be idle to ex^ct general agreement on so complicated 
a topic as this: But if the body is never part of the 
self, and I have tried to show that it is not, it is at 
least possible to show why we should tend to regard 
it in that light. 



